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Abstract  
 
Community-conserved areas are popular, especially in the Philippines. The bulk of studies 
on community-conserved areas in the Philippines focuses on marine protected areas 
(MPAs), and largely leaves out the –at least- equally important freshwater areas. This thesis 
addresses the question of effectiveness in community-conserved freshwater areas. Six to 
eight years after the establishment of 10 different community-conserved fish sanctuaries in 
the municipality of San Mariano, Isabela province, the question ‘does it work?’ has driven a 
three-month evaluative research in 10 different barangays (villages). Based on community 
perceptions of success and the evaluation of management processes, this report analyses to 
what extent the fish sanctuaries in San Mariano have the potential to contribute to 
biodiversity conservation and poverty reduction in its widest definition. Both a qualitative and 
quantitative analysis show that social and political context-factors are the most important 
ones for effective fish sanctuaries: a strong political will from barangay leaders to be involved 
with the fish sanctuary and clear communication to community residents are keystones for 
increased chances of success. Although fish in San Mariano is usually valued as a ‘casual 
catch’ - meaning that the practice of fishing is considered additional to farming -, community 
perceptions about the effectiveness of the fish sanctuaries are positive. However, there is still 
much room for improved management strategies. Continuing advice from external 
organisations and better co-management with higher political institutions is therefore 
suggested to ensure better overall effectiveness and to increase community benefits 
resulting from the fish sanctuaries.   
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1
 A term widely used in the Philippines for ‘snack’, both in the morning as in the afternoon 
2
  A commercial slogan heard everywhere in the Philippines. The slogan was launched on January 6 2012 by the  
Department of Tourism of the Philippines. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	   10	  
1.	  Introduction	   
1.1. Problem	  definition:	  community-­‐conserved	  areas	  	  	  
In San Mariano, along the footsteps of the northern Sierra Madre in the province 
Isabela in northern Luzon, numerous rivers, creeks and tributaries flowing through the area 
are indispensable in the daily sustenance of some 60,000 residents (LGU3 San Mariano, 
2013). These residents, subdivided among 36 barangays4 (villages) use their water bodies 
for bathing, washing clothes, irrigating their fields, shading their livestock, transporting crops 
to town, and above all fishing. A rapidly growing population in the course of the years, partly 
due to large migration flows since the 1950s (Van Weerd & Van der Ploeg, 2012) has urged 
the need for new fishing gear to catch more fish. The use of bungbong (dynamite fishing), 
kuryente (electro-fishing) and pesticides was largely adopted and resulted in an 
overexploitation of freshwater resources and a consequent degradation of the freshwater 
eco-system. This ecological decline has severe social consequences as well: the fall in fish 
stocks poses a threat to a part of the poor population in San Mariano, mainly those living 
hours away from the urban centre. Bad road infrastructures and a lack of money often 
prevent these people from going to the urban centre to buy fish and other provisions. In the 
past decennia, fishers have started to notice the ecological and social consequences of the 
overexploitation of their rivers. However, even despite the national law prohibiting illegal 
fishing methods since 1997 (Philippine Fisheries Code, 1998), these destructive fishing 
methods continued to be widely used in the area. Thus, both from a biodiversity conservation 
perspective as well as from a sustainable livelihood perspective, the need for effective 
preservation of wetland resources in San Mariano was high.  
 
In the past 10 years this need has gradually taken effect through the initiation of 
community-conserved areas (from now on referred to as CCAs). Since 2006, 15 different 
barangays in San Mariano have established their own community-managed fish sanctuaries, 
aiming to preserve their own freshwater environments. Five to ten years later, I asked the 
questions: ‘Do they work?’ ‘Are those community-conserved freshwater areas effective in 
preserving fish stocks on the one hand and improving human welfare on the other?’ ‘And 
what lessons can be learnt from these community-conserved freshwater areas?’ These 
questions have directed an anthropological research on the effectiveness of community-
conserved freshwater areas in 10 of the 15 different barangays in San Mariano having their 
own fish sanctuary. The findings and answers to these questions will be addressed in this 
thesis.  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3
 LGU = local government unit. They provided several surveys with data on the barangay profiles.  
4
 From now on, local terms will be used in this thesis. 
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1.2.	  Community-­‐conserved	  freshwater	  areas	  
 
All 15 fish sanctuaries were established and are managed by the respective 
barangays. However, the very idea for these fish sanctuaries did not originate within the 
communities themselves. They have been encouraged by a local independent non-profit 
organization dedicated to the conservation of the critically endangered Philippine freshwater 
crocodile. This non-profit organization called “Mabuwaya Foundation” (being a compilation of 
the two Filipino words mabuhay (welcome or long live) and buwaya (crocodile)) has since its 
establishment in 2003 experienced that in order to efficiently preserve a species that is 
roaming around in freshwater habitats that are also intensively used by communities, there 
needs to be a human support base. Therefore, the Mabuwaya Foundation has in recent 
years shifted its approach from a narrow Philippine crocodile conservation strategy towards a 
broader, integrated ecosystem approach (Van Weerd & Van der Ploeg, 2012). Part of this 
approach has been to encourage community-conserved fish sanctuaries in different 
barangays in San Mariano in order to create a win-win situation in which people’s livelihoods 
could be improved and the Philippine crocodile could be preserved.  
 
The processes of encouraging fish sanctuaries in the communities have been long 
and lengthy. Among other things, seminars have been conducted to raise awareness among 
community members about the need to protect wetland resources. Especially the seminars 
organized in 2006 and 2008 in the barangays, which were attended by more or less 40 
community members per barangay (both barangay officials and people’s representatives 
such as fishers, farmers, loggers, youth and women), were of great importance to increase 
the knowledge and skills among community members (Balbas, 2009). People were taught or 
reminded that the use of unsustainable fishing methods, which had been widely used in the 
preceding years, had caused a degradation of the wetlands and a consequent depletion of 
fish stocks both in rivers and creeks. Besides threatening the Philippine crocodile, these 
depleted fish stocks also impoverish the communities as their source of nutrition and for 
some even their main source of income slowly disappears (Van der Ploeg & Van Weerd, 
2006; Van Weerd & Van der Ploeg, 2012). The seminars were held in 14 different barangays 
in the municipality of San Mariano and one in the neighboring municipality Benito Soliven 
and were complemented with a practical law enforcement training to empower village 
councils. Through role-playing games, barangay officials and appointed Bantay 
Sanktuwaryos (monitoring guards) learned how to effectively design, implement, enforce and 
monitor local rules that conserve wetland resources (Van der Ploeg & Van Weerd, 2006).  
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Up to date, 15 fish sanctuaries are formally enacted in a local barangay ordinance. As 
the process of enacting this ordinance was entirely placed in the hands of the barangay 
council itself, rules and regulations regarding the fish sanctuaries differ across barangays. 
However, all of them have the following objective in common: prohibiting the use of 
(destructive) fishing methods in a certain part of the river or creek, to provide the necessary 
non-catch zones for fish stocks to recover in the long run. 
1.3.	  Objectives	  and	  relevance	  of	  the	  research	  	  
 
By creating a fish sanctuary and refraining from illegal fishing methods, positive 
outcomes can be expected in the long run: as the sanctuary allows space for fish to grow 
bigger, and bigger fish generally have exponentially more offspring than smaller fish (Leisher 
et al., 2010), this allows fish stocks to replenish. After three to five years of protection, some 
fish will then begin to spill over into adjacent areas where they can be caught by fishers 
(Leisher et al., 2010). Hence, both fishers can benefit from higher fish catches and the fish 
sanctuary provides a protected habitat for wetland conservation (Leisher et al., 2010).  
 
Positive outcomes stemming from fish spill-over effects have been confirmed multiple 
times in marine protected areas (MPAs) (Alcala & Russ, 1990; Pollnac et al., 2001; Maliao, 
2002; White, 2002). Little however is known about freshwater fish sanctuaries. Therefore, six 
to eight years after their official instalment, I investigated the effectiveness of 10 different 
community-conserved freshwater fish sanctuaries in San Mariano. 
 
Researchers from a range of disciplines would be able to provide valuable insights to 
this question of effectiveness. However, biologists and biodiversity conservationists have 
dominated the bulk of studies on what does or does not work in programs and projects that 
deal with environmental degradation. Given their methodological and epistemological focus, 
those researchers have largely left out social impact assessments in their studies. However, 
the last decade has seen an increasing emphasis on rigorous social and economic impact 
evaluation of conservation policy approaches, both by the international development 
community and the conservation community (Adams & Hutton, 2007; IIED, 2013). People 
have gradually started to recognize that conservation might work, when, among other things, 
the adverse social impacts it causes are minimal (IIED, 2013). Exactly in this discourse, 
anthropologists have a big role to play. With a starting premise for anthropologists that many 
of the practices that define conservation—establishing and enforcing boundaries, curtailing 
subsistence activities, negotiating benefits—are inherently political, they can offer a critical 
analysis on who exercises power and how knowledge is being produced in conservation 
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practices (Brosius, 2006).	  As anthropologists step into a social context, and their methods 
are based on the social negotiation of values and their practical realisation (pers. comm. 
Pels, 2013), they have often positioned themselves as spokespersons for –often 
marginalized- local communities (Brosius, 2006).  
  There is a growing understanding nowadays among biodiversity conservationists and 
anthropologists alike that a fruitful engagement between both parties can benefit both 
biodiversity conservation and the people affected by it.  By engaging themselves in the 
worlds of the people affected by conservation matters, and being reflexive about their own 
presence in that world, anthropologists have the authority to identify policies and projects that 
appear to be working. They must provide clear and detailed assessments of why those are 
successful by providing their analysis in ways that subject their own critiques to examination 
(Brosius, 2006). Other authors (Terer et al., 2004 and Davies et al., 2013) similarly call for a 
good collaboration between social and natural sciences by emphasising the need for a 
correct application of social science research methods in the biodiversity conservation-
poverty reduction debate.  	  
As communities themselves manage the fish sanctuaries in San Mariano, a people-
centered approach to determine what works and what does not is highly recommended. 
Moreover, management practices are always politicized: decisions regarding the fish 
sanctuaries taken by barangay officials are largely subject to several higher legislative 
forces. Therefore Berkes (2009) stresses the need to establish partnerships and networks. 
Irrespective whether CCAs are externally motivated (as is the case in this study) or are truly 
encouraged and established by community members themselves, CCAs will be in effect co-
managed (Berkes, 2009). A critical study on the effectiveness of the fish sanctuaries and its 
social impacts, in which all of these forces are taken into account, can therefore best be 
conducted by anthropologists. Results can then serve as valuable insights for future projects 
in freshwater areas by biodiversity conservationists or the international development 
community.  
 
What does ‘success’ mean? How to measure ‘effectiveness’? A rapport from the IIED 
(2013) about social impact evaluation of conservation policies defines good impact 
evaluation as a measure of “the net change in outcomes amongst a particular group, or 
groups, of people that can be attributed to a specific program” (IIED, 2013:1). However, as 
baseline quantifiable data is often missing when social impact assessment studies are 
conducted, experimental and quasi-experimental methods are not well suited here. 
Furthermore, these methods are often not so strong in dealing with complex, multi-
dimensional social issues such as poverty, wellbeing or livelihoods. Instead, the rapport 
	   14	  
suggests a mixed-method approach. In this approach, on the one hand in-depth qualitative 
methods to capture the complexity/diversity of aspects that define poverty, and quantitative 
rapid assessment methods that focus on participatory research with local communities to 
understand perceptions of impact on the other hand is suggested  (IIED, 2013). Furthermore, 
they call for research to be carried out by independent experts to enhance the credibility 
(IIED, 2013).  
This view is further supported by Webb et al. (2004) who state that as long as aspects 
of environmental, economic and social dimensions are considered, impact assessment can 
be based on perceptions about effectiveness of local resource stakeholders. Perceived 
effectiveness can furthermore be used to gauge the willingness of residents in the 
communities to continue their participation, since according to Ostrom (1990) the perceived 
benefits of participating in a community-based project must always outweigh the perceived 
costs. Community perceptions are thus relevant both in evaluative social impact assessment 
where controlled experimental data is lacking, as well as in in-depth data-rich qualitative 
analysis of the situation. Davies et al. (2013) add to this saying that in order to improve the 
understanding of local-level processes and outcomes, the complex formal and informal 
governance institutions of common-pool resources have to be analysed as well. Taken 
together, what has to be done to measure success or effectiveness adequately, is to use a 
mixture of qualitative and quantitative approaches to both assess people’s perceptions and 
to analyse governance institutions. This is exactly what I have done in the context of 
community-conserved freshwater fish sanctuaries in San Mariano.  
 
To operationalize the term ‘effectiveness’ a two-fold approach was adopted: on the 
one hand I looked at the management processes of the fish sanctuaries and how these are 
embedded in higher regional and national legislation. On the other hand, I asked fishers - 
both male and female - about their perceptions regarding the fish sanctuaries, to assess the 
sanctuaries’ impact on the community.  
To analyse the data, this thesis will provide a detailed description of the underlying 
processes that are maintaining or threatening the fish sanctuaries in each barangay. 
Afterwards, on the basis of a statistical analysis this report will describe correlations between 
several independent factors and measures of success in community-conserved freshwater 
areas. Thus, qualitative data will serve to provide an overview of underlying dynamics per 
barangay and will then be entered in a quantitative analysis to make comparisons across 
sites about success.  
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Taken all of the above into account, the following 4 sub-research questions have 
guided this research: 
1) Which governing institutions are involved in the management of the fish sanctuaries?  
2) Which contextual variables and project variables determine success in the 
management of community-based fish sanctuaries? 
3) How do fishers experience the fish sanctuaries in their daily lives?  
4) Which adaptations or changes should be considered to improve the fish sanctuaries 
and their impact on the livelihoods of fishers (and their families) in the future?  
 
1.4.	  Structure	  	  
This report consists of six chapters. After this introduction, chapter two will delineate the 
larger academic debate in which this research can be situated. The chapter starts with broad 
definitions within the debate of biodiversity conservation and poverty reduction, and is then 
narrowed down to the Philippines and the context of freshwater environments. Also included 
in this chapter on theory is a contextual background of the research site San Mariano and an 
overview of the steps that were taken preceding the enactment of the fish sanctuaries. 
Chapter three says something about the methods used in this research and gives an insight 
in the methods of analysis. Some words on ethics during the research are included in 
chapter three as well. Chapter four deals with the results, subdivided in qualitative results (a 
descriptive analysis of each fish sanctuary per barangay) and quantitative results (comparing 
across sites: analysing correlations between and across factors of success). In chapter five, 
the results of chapter four will be discussed. The debate deals with the value of ‘fishing’ in 
the barangays and its consequences for the fish sanctuaries. Based on perceptions of 
success by community residents and the evaluation of effectiveness in management 
strategies, the importance of a strong political will at the barangay level and clear 
communication as crucial factors for effective fish sanctuaries are discussed as well. In 
chapter six some final remarks on the question ‘does it work?’ will be provided. Despite 
varying realities in different barangays accounting for successful or non-successful fish 
sanctuaries, it seems that community members’ perceptions on the effectiveness of their fish 
sanctuaries in general is considerably high. However, the thesis will show that in all 
barangays, there is still a large scope for improvements in management strategies. The 
chapter finishes off with some recommendations for (future) similar community-conserved 
project implementations in freshwater environments. 	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2. Literature	  review	  	  	  
2.1. Biodiversity	  conservation	  vs.	  poverty	  reduction	  	  
People have always used natural resources. Centuries ago, this human-nature 
relationship was well balanced, but with the uprising of western industrialization population 
rapidly multiplied and growing needs started to demand a high toll of nature’s reserves. The 
‘use of natural resources’ in the past turned into ‘abuse of natural resources’ (Aquino, 2004).  
 The leading response to treats of overexploitation and the subsequent decline or 
extinction of certain species and habitat transformation was the establishment of protected 
areas in the 19th century. The first national parks were created in the USA (Adams & Hutton, 
2007) but the wave of western scientists calling for the conservation of world’s natural 
resources boomed after WWII. Driven by a biodiversity conservation approach, international 
bodies started to require from national governments the incorporation of resource issues in 
their programs (Aquino, 2004). In 1985, the IUCN developed a typology of eight categories of 
protected areas, distinguished by management objectives and practices (Orlove & Bruch, 
1996). Top-down approaches inspired by the politics of western conservationists’ concept of 
wilderness were imposed on a large scale on the people living in the respective areas. The 
needs and wants of those people, - often indigenous peoples with quite different views about 
their relationship with what we call nature (Colchester, 1994) -, were largely left out of the 
debate.  
However, the social impact of these top-down approaches began to be widely 
recognised in the 1970s (Adams & Hutton, 2007) and voices started to raise soon that 
biodiversity conservation programs were bound to fail if they did not include the agendas of 
the people inhabiting the concerned areas. Furthermore, it was believed both by the 
development community and the conservation community that by co-managing the protected 
areas and by respecting the indigenous peoples and their knowledge of the environment 
(Chapin, 2004), a double goal could be achieved: the (indigenous) people(s) would benefit 
on the one hand, and biodiversity conservation could be guaranteed on the other. Hence, 
incited by the support for collective action in natural resource management (Ostrom, 1990) 
and the popularized concepts of participatory development and empowerment by Chambers 
(1983), a range of community-based approaches as ‘community-based natural resource 
management (CBNRM)’, ‘sustainable development’, and most commonly ‘integrated 
conservation and development programs (ICDPs)’ dominated the debate about conservation 
strategies in the last two decades of the twentieth century (Adams & Hutton, 2007). However, 
these approaches existed mainly on paper, as conservation organizations generated all of 
these terms and thus continued to be in the driver’s seat, designing and running the 
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programs, instead of the indigenous peoples that were said to perform these tasks (Chapin, 
2004). This led to a period of disenchantment as the performance of many of these systems 
consequently fell short of expectations (Agrawal & Gibson, 1999). Some particular critical 
notes on the concept of community-based natural resource management came from Li 
(2002). She critiqued the fact that proponents of community-based natural resource 
management simplify the complexities that are hidden in words as community, participation, 
empowerment and sustainability, and that CBNRM approaches fix people to territorial units 
and make them conditional upon sustainability outcomes. In short, these approaches 
popularised in the 1980s, although all seemingly social-oriented, failed because they did not 
address the basic livelihood concerns of local resource users in the conservationist agenda. 
 
In another discourse that united biologists and anthropologists in the 1970s and 
1980s, it was believed that native peoples, or communities living in rural areas lived in 
harmony with the environment. However, in the course of the years, critical voices started to 
raise that conservation of natural resources by native peoples always essentially is a side 
effect of low population density, simple technology and lack of external markets to spur 
overexploitation (Raymond, 2007). Redford (1991) uttered the strongest critique by 
renouncing this myth of ‘ecologically noble savage’. Little (1994:350) concluded that “cases 
in which local communities in low-income regions manage their resource bases with the 
prime objective of conservation—rather than improved social and economic welfare—are 
virtually non-existent.” Rather, such communities are likely to pursue enhancement of the 
resources needed for their livelihood and safeguarding of homelands from exploitation by 
outsiders. Although these choices often entail the conservation of habitats and biodiversity, 
they are not necessarily designed to do so (Smith & Wishnie, 2000). The fact is that 
indigenous peoples and subsistence-based societies often have different agendas, which 
almost always begin with the need to protect and legalize their lands (Chapin, 2004).  
Due to the substantial failure and critiques of labels such as ICDPs, other labels trying 
to provide mechanisms to bridge nature conservation and people’s well being have emerged 
over time. Pro-poor conservation is such label. The objective of a pro-poor conservation 
approach is to explicitly address human needs in conservation efforts, aiming to support poor 
people. By doing so, it goes beyond most previously proposed ‘community’, ‘participatory’ 
and ‘development’ efforts that aimed to win local acceptance for external conservation 
agendas (Kaimowitz & Sheil, 2007). Pro-poor conservation implies a turn away from 
investments in strictly protected areas by working with communities to design and enforce 
rules about hunting, fishing, limiting outsiders’ access to local resources and giving the 
people themselves greater control over them (Kaimowitz & Sheil, 2007). Success in pro-poor 
conservation is then described as participation by local actors, the development of suitable 
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local institutions, and the technical and financial support to initiate and nurture the process 
(Kaimowitz & Sheil, 2007). Hence, pro-poor conservation can serve as an umbrella term for a 
plurality of alternatives in which the needs of the poor and the threats to these are 
encompassed.  
 
CCAs are a specific approach for community conservation that can be understood 
within this framework of pro-poor conservation. They are extremely popular in contemporary 
international debates about environment and development. The IUCN in its Fifth World Parks 
Congress (WPC) in Durban in 2003 defines CCAs as follows: natural and/or modified 
ecosystems containing biodiversity values, ecological services, and cultural values, 
voluntarily conserved by indigenous and other communities through local or customary laws 
(Borrini et al., 2004:51). Although in the conventional literature CCAs are rather new, starting 
to be recognised in the early first decade of the 21th century, the principles of CCAs have 
been practiced in local communities long before any modern conservationist movement 
emerged (Berkes, 2009). Johannes (1978) has been one of the first authors to bring to the 
attention the fact that islanders from the Pacific Islands have been practicing “a millennia-old 
system of controlled exploitation of marine resources that incorporates a wisdom Westerners 
are only now beginning to appreciate after having brought about its widespread decay” 
(Johannes, 1978:349). In fact, what the term of CCAs stands for is nothing more than 
seeking and recognizing the legitimization of some of the oldest conservation experiences 
and practices in the world (Borrini et al., 2004). Internationally perceived as an approach with 
great opportunities for conservation practices, CCAs also benefit communities, as the latter 
are seen as the major decision-makers for management strategies concerning the eco-
systems in which they live (Berkes, 2009; Pathak et al. 2004).  
Communities have a broad range of motivations for the establishment of CCAs, 
including access to livelihood resources, security of land and resource tenure, security from 
outside threats, financial benefits from resources or ecosystem functions, rehabilitation of 
degraded resources, participation in management, empowerment, capacity building and 
cultural identity and cohesiveness (Berkes, 2012). Consequently, this range of motivations 
can lead to a broad range of variations in biodiversity conservation outcomes. In fact, Kothari 
(2006) has shown that different CCAs can be allocated to all of IUCN’s six protected areas 
categories, with the bulk of the cases fitting into Category V (protected landscape/seascape) 
and Category VI (Managed Resource Protected Area). The multiplicity of motivations for and 
outcomes of CCAs and the context-specific mix found in every single CCA lies in line with 
what Berkes (2012) posits. He claims that in the conservation literature poverty reduction has 
always been too narrowly conceived as purely monetary incentives. Reality shows that 
community perspectives about benefits are not just income-related, but have a much broader 
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range of economic, environmental, political, social and cultural objectives. This finding 
moreover is in accordance with anthropological critiques on the debate of the ‘ecological 
noble savage’. Due to the recognition of these multiple motivations for community 
conservation as described by Berkes (2012), CCAs offer a viable alternative to conventional 
top-down approaches for biodiversity conservation and poverty reduction.   
Although plenty of case-studies have proven the strengths of CCAs in achieving the 
combined objective of biodiversity conservation and poverty reduction, some authors have 
nuanced this optimism, showing some pitfalls and potential failures of CCAs  (Salafski et al., 
2001; Kothari, 2006; Berkes, 2012; Davies et al., 2013). Ferrari (2006) for example warns for 
critical issues that need to be tackled: the unequal power relations in ownership of, and 
access to, natural resources, and the recognition of indigenous peoples and local 
communities’ rights, including their traditional knowledge and customary use.  
  
From the aforementioned literature review, it is clear that scepticism and critical 
analysis (a great deal coming from anthropologists) have considerably shaped and 
transformed the conservation-poverty debate over time. Although some large conservation 
NGO’s have consequently turned their back at approaches of poverty alleviation, claiming 
that what they do is conservation and not social welfare (Chapin, 2004), the need to link 
biodiversity issues with human welfare continues to be recognised in the international 
discourse. Even in the Convention of Biological Diversity’s (CBD) new Strategic Plan 2011 – 
2020 decided upon in 2010 the link between achieving conservation goals and reducing 
poverty continues to be emphasised. However, as should be clear from the debate above, 
the relationship is certainly not linear.  
Adams et al. (2004) drafted a conceptual typology including four different connections 
between poverty reduction and conservation in the current international discourse. The first 
position separates both as two policy realms, in which poverty reduction can only be an 
indirect benefit from conservation where it secures ecosystem services that yield economic 
benefits to society. In this first position, social development is largely left out upon measuring 
success. The second position sees poverty as a critical constraint on conservation. This 
implies that biodiversity conservation will fail if it does not sufficiently address poverty 
elimination. The ICDP programs that largely failed fall under this category. In the third 
position, conservation agencies can have conservation as their primary goal, but they should 
at a minimum not increase poverty or undermine the livelihoods of the poor. Hence, it reflects 
independent moral and political obligations on conservation agencies to take account of 
human poverty. The final category and furthermore the category under which pro-poor 
conservation and CCAs can be placed, comprises the eco-system approach. In this empirical 
claim, livelihoods of financially poor and socially and politically marginalized people that 
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depend on living species in ecosystems with high biodiversity can be improved through 
conservation activities. Fish sanctuaries are an example here, as the sustainable use of the 
wetland resources aims to optimize economic, social and political return and general positive 
impacts on the rural (or urban, in other cases) poor (Adams, 2004).  
From the typology, it is clear that despite sceptics claiming that the confidence for a 
win-win situation in pro-poor conservation is not necessarily justified, CCAs to date have a 
strong potential to simultaneously contribute to biodiversity conservation and poverty 
reduction. In the following subchapters, it will become clear how conservation strategies and 
more concretely CCAs are applied and implemented in the Philippines.  
2.2. Philippine	  conservation	  strategies	  	  	  
From the literature review, it is clear that in the past decennia a shift has taken place 
from a top-down pragmatic approach of participation towards bottom-up conservation 
initiatives in which the needs and wants of the people involved are reflected. This research 
on community-conserved freshwater areas can be situated in the most recent part of the 
discourse. The fish sanctuaries in San Mariano are examples of externally motivated CCAs, 
complying with many of the principles of pro-poor conservation. Although the focus on 
freshwater protected areas is relatively new, the Philippines have been one of the leading 
examples in community-based MPAs. To understand this popularity and how it is related to 
freshwater protected areas, a brief background on Philippine policies regarding conservation 
strategies will be outlined. A distinction will then be made between MPAs and Philippine 
freshwater conservation policies in general.  	  
The Philippines have always been home to a nearly unparalleled biodiversity: for 
centuries abundant mangroves, coral reefs, fishing grounds and forested mountainous 
interiors covered the nearly 7,000 islands of which the Philippines is made of (Goldoftas, 
2006). This has changed rapidly in the 20th century and especially after WWII. With the 
opening of commercial logging concessions and fishing industries, along with growing 
population rates, the country’s natural resources got depleted due to extensive deforestation 
and over-fished oceans and rivers. This caused a wide range of environmental problems 
such as droughts, landslides, floods and disruption of fisheries (Goldoftas, 2006). Landless 
farmers and fishers who depended on these natural resources for survival experienced the 
ecological consequences - which impoverished them even more - at first hand. The 
degradation of the forests and fisheries consequently deepened poverty in the provinces, 
which together with military conflicts caused an overall economic decline in the 1970s and 
1980s (Goldoftas, 2006). This has forced many people to move to the cities or to even less-
populated rural areas, where they further cleared land to farm or started to deploy destructive 
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fishing methods, leading to an even further overexploitation of the resources (Goldoftas, 
2006; Van Weerd & Van der Ploeg, 2012).   
 
With the People Power Revolution in 1986 and the change in politics from years of 
dictatorship to democracy, efforts were launched to protect the environment. These efforts 
rhetorically included development for the communities by ‘bringing them in’ as partners in 
conservation (Utting, 2000). This people-oriented conservation approach ran parallel a strong 
democratic policy in which the devolution of power towards local authorities demarcated a 
major shift. This devolution of power was formally enacted in the Local Government Code in 
1991. However, although the will to change environmental policies through a people-centred 
approach was apparent in the national government under president Corazon Aquino (1986 - 
1992) and her successor Fidel Ramos (1992 – 1997), many of the projects failed due to 
inadequate implementation of their policy (Vitug, 2000). Both Contreras (2000) and Utting 
(2000) acknowledge that this failure is not surprising, given the huge policy reforms since 
1986 and the consequent redistribution of influence, control, resources and responsibilities.  
The process of devolvement has resulted in a considerable abuse of power and corruption 
that was particularly reflected in the LGUs during the presidency of Ramos. Even president 
Ramos himself declared in 1996 that vested interests by local elites often interfered with the 
values that good local leaders are supposed to espouse (Utting, 2000). Utting (2000) 
furthermore shows that, even if corruption does not take place, many local leaders lack the 
political will or are simply deprived of the necessary resources to act and effectively 
implement environmental policies while promoting human welfare. Meanwhile, the population 
continues to increase, which further reinforces poverty. All of this sometimes creates a 
context of mistrust among local communities who are feeling powerless and even suspicious 
towards national and international governments and companies (Utting, 2000). Moreover, 
very often ‘ecological sustainability’ is not the major concern for communities. Instead, self-
determination - in the case of indigenous peoples - and struggles about land tenure (Leonen, 
2000) are much more important at the community level. This to a certain extent explains why 
external actors might experience great difficulties in building trustworthy relationships with 
communities, as is the case in this research as well.  
 
Despite the aforementioned corruption and consequent barriers to effectively protect 
the environment, in the course of the years several new environmental programs were 
initiated by the national government. In the past 20 years, several new laws and regulations 
have tried to ban illegal logging. In line with this, national policies have focused mainly on 
sustainable forestry in general (e.g. the Community Forestry Program and the National 
Greening Program). Furthermore, in the National Integrated Protected Area Systems 
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(NIPAS) Act of 1992, a legal framework for the establishment and maintenance for protected 
areas in the Philippines is provided by the DENR. But if there is one approach that the 
Philippines are famous for and that tries to achieve the dual goal of biodiversity conservation 
and human welfare, it is the establishment of CCAs in the form of community-based MPAs. 
2.2.1. Marine	  protected	  areas	  	  	  
The popularity of CCAs is enormous in the Philippines. Although CCAs exist both in 
terrestrial as well as in marine areas, the Philippines are substantially famous for their 
community-based MPAs (Alcala & Russ, 1990; Pomeroy et al., 1997; Alcala, 2001; Pollnac 
et al., 2001; Johannes, 2002; White et al., 2002; Webb et al., 2004). In the Philippines, more 
than 500 marine sanctuaries to manage overexploited coastal resources have been set up in 
the past two decades, making the country the richest in history in terms of community-based 
natural resource management (Ferrari, 2006). Some MPAs are externally motivated by 
NGO’s, government agencies or donor agencies while in other cases the communities 
established their own MPA themselves. In plenty of cases, a mix of both can be found 
(Ferrari, 2006). All of these initiatives are also embedded in various national policies such as 
the Local Government Code of 1991, the NIPAS act of 1992 and the Fisheries Code of 1997 
(Republic Act, 8850). 
Numerous researchers have addressed the question of effectiveness of those MPAs 
and results are rather disappointing: Pollnac et al. (2001) claim that only 20 to 25% of all 
MPAs in the Philippines are successful. Webb et al. (2004) bring this number even down to 
10 – 25 %. Pollnac et al. (2001) has conducted large-scale research on MPAs in the 
Philippines in order to determine which factors cause success in the areas. He found that (1) 
a small population size, (2) a perceived crisis in fish stocks, (3) successful alternative income 
projects, (4) a relatively high level of community participation, (5) continuing advice from the 
implementing organization and (6) inputs from municipal government were the most 
important factors to determine success (Pollnac et al., 2001:706-707). In 2010, Leisher et al. 
(2010) provided some more rose-coloured results about the outcomes of MPAs. In his 
literature study he argued that locally managed marine areas are interventions with great 
opportunities for poverty reduction. According to him, the poorest of poor can benefit from 
spill-over effects, and women are often the primary beneficiaries (Leisher et al., 2010). In 
addition, it is said that the organisation of the no-take zones strengthens social cohesion, 
which improves local security and empowers local decision-making, two key elements of 
poverty reduction according to the World Bank (Leisher et al., 2010).  
 
	   23	  
The large number of studies conducted on MPAs is by no means commensurable to 
studies on community-conserved freshwater areas. Yet this thesis focuses on the 
effectiveness of some of these rare community-conserved freshwater areas. The value of 
freshwater wetlands in the Philippines and how these are formally embedded in Philippine 
(conservation) policies will be explained in the next subchapter.  
2.2.2. Philippine	  freshwater	  policies	  	  	  	  
From a biodiversity perspective, wetland species and resources are relatively much 
more endangered and overexploited than marine resources. The only fish and bird species 
that have become extinct in the past decades in the Philippines all occur in and around 
freshwater habitats (Van der Ploeg & Van Weerd, 2004). Also from a social perspective, the 
rich diversity of flora and fauna in the 421 major rivers and tributaries holds a significant 
parcel of the wealth to sustain more than one-half of the entire Philippine population (DENR 
& UNEP, 1997). The greatest facility of wetlands in the Philippines is as a source of food and 
a means of livelihood, but wetlands also have a role as a repository of genetic diversity 
(DENR & UNEP, 1997). However, besides siltation from deforestation, pollution and water-
level lowering, a continued overexploitation of the natural resources pose a major threat to 
the wetlands in the Philippines (DENR & UNEP, 1997). Paradoxically, studies on community-
conserved freshwater areas in the Philippines are rare. This does not come as a surprise, 
knowing that fish sanctuaries established in freshwater areas and managed by local 
communities are rare in itself. This can partly be ascribed to the dynamics of freshwater 
environments that make it considerably more difficult to manage freshwater fish sanctuaries 
compared to marine sanctuaries, as the former will inevitably always be affected by activities 
that occur outside the assigned fish sanctuaries.  
In terms of Philippine legislation, the need for sustainable wetland management 
started to be recognised in 1992 with the National Wetland Action Plan for the Republic of 
the Philippines. The Fisheries Management and Development Plan (FMDP, 1993-1998) 
indicated five specific concerns that the government, through the work of the DA 
(Department of Agriculture) in each municipality was responsible for. These concerns 
included amongst others conservation and sustained management of the country’s aquatic 
resources and poverty alleviation, and occupation diversification among marginal fisher folk 
(DENR & UNEP, 1997). The FMDP eventually led to the 1998 Republic Act No. 8550, the 
Philippine Fisheries Code integrating all laws for the development, management and 
conservation of the fisheries and aquatic resources. This code is not restricted to freshwater 
environments, but includes legislation for all Philippine water bodies. A separate chapter is 
devoted to municipal fisheries, in which in line with the devolution of power section 16 states 
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that “The municipal/city government shall be responsible for the management, conservation, 
development, protection, utilization, and disposition of all fish and fishery/aquatic resources 
within their respective municipal waters. […] The municipal/city government may enact 
appropriate ordinances for this purpose and in accordance with the National Fisheries Policy. 
The ordinances enacted by the municipality and component city shall be reviewed pursuant 
to Republic Act No. 7160 by the sanggunian of the province who has jurisdiction over the 
same. […] The LGUs shall also enforce all fishery laws, rules and regulations as well as valid 
fishery ordinances enacted by the municipality/city council (Philippine Fisheries Code, 1998). 
Each municipality furthermore has its own version of the Fisheries Code embedded in the 
municipality’s Environment Code, which includes a body of laws for management policies on 
a variety of environmental issues that should be in accordance with higher national 
legislation.  
2.3. Contextual	  background	  of	  the	  research	  site	  	  	  
Now relevant parts of the framework for environmental policy in the Philippines have 
been discussed, this subchapter focuses at the socio-political and geographical context of 
the research site where the research has taken place: the municipality of San Mariano.  
2.3.1.	  Geography	  and	  biodiversity	  
 
Accounting for 14,53% of the total land area of the province, San Mariano is the 
largest municipality of Isabela province. It lies in the north-eastern part of Luzon and is 
bounded in the north by the provincial capital Ilagan, east by the municipality of Palanan, 
south by the municipality of San Guillermo and west by the municipality of Benito Soliven. A 
considerably large share (62,15%) of the municipality’s total land area of 154,923.53 
hectares is covered by the Northern Sierra Madre National Park in the east and the 
municipality has a 13 kilometre stretch shoreline facing the Pacific Ocean. Of the total land 
area, only 0,64% is built-up area, with the municipal centre San Mariano as the largest and 
most densely populated amongst all 36 barangays in the municipality. Although people 
occupy only this small share of total land area to live on, they together occupy almost 20% of 
the land in San Mariano for extensive agricultural activities with corn, rice, bananas, cassava 
and sugarcane as main crops (LGU San Mariano, 2013).  
 
The municipality of San Mariano has a rather young history. The town was founded in 
1896, in an effort of the first Philippine Republic to pacify and Christianize the indigenous 
peoples that inhabited the remote forests of the northern Sierra Madre: the Agta and the 
Kalinga. In the succeeding decades, Philippine governments encouraged landless farmers to 
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settle in the empty forests, a policy that was even continued after independence in 1946 
(Keesing, 1962). Ever since, population numbers increased and new barangays were 
founded. This human population growth inevitably entailed a further conversion of Sierra 
Madre lowland forests into grassland and agricultural areas. In the 1960’s and 1970s, under 
Marcos’ dictatorship, corporate logging concessions marked the beginning of several 
decennia of further degradation of forests and wetlands, which – notwithstanding many policy 
reforms prohibiting logging since 1986 – still proceeds to date, be it illegal and in smaller 
quantities (Van der Ploeg et al., 2011).  
 
Water bodies are of particular importance to the people in San Mariano. The 
municipality’s main river is called the Ilaguen River and originates south of San Mariano in 
the Sierra Madre, flowing downstream towards San Mariano town. This area is often called 
‘big stream’ in colloquial language. Two other very important but smaller rivers are the 
Catalangan River and the Disulap River, which together represent small-stream area. The 
river south of small-stream, is called Disabungan River. All these rivers originate in the 
northern Sierra Madre and stretch out in numerous smaller tributaries and creeks5. Just like 
in other parts of the Philippines, the water bodies of San Mariano have been degraded in the 
course of the years mostly as a result of human intrusions. The use of destructive fishing 
practices is depleting fish stocks. In accordance with national legislation, the LGU of San 
Mariano has included in its Environment Code some of the principles of the Fisheries Code: 
fishing by means of dynamite, electric gadgets, poisonous substances and other chemicals 
are said to be regulated. It is furthermore the obligation of the PNP (Philippine National 
Police) personnel and all punong barangays (barangay captains) to apprehend the offenders 
to curb illegal means of fishing.  
 
 
 	  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5
 For a map clearly showing the main rivers in the municipality, see Appendix I.  	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Legend: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Map of San Mariano per barangay subdivision (scale 1:250,000) 
	  
2.3.2.	  	  Social	  	  	  
2.3.2.1.	  Ethnicities	  	  	  
Indigenous peoples have always inhabited the area: forest-dwelling Agta are hunter-
gatherers inhabiting the Sierra Madre mountain range, while Kalinga are the descendants of 
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former farmers who fled into the mountains under the Spanish crown in the 18th century 
(Keesing, 1962). The latter group are shifting cultivators in the forest frontier of the northern 
Sierra Madre. Ever since its foundation in 1896, San Mariano has known an increase in 
population. Under American colonial government, a first migration wave brought many 
immigrants from Ilocos to the municipality (Keesing, 1962). From 1965 onwards and 
especially in the 1980s a second wave of Ibanag, Ilocano and Ifugao migrants settled in the 
secondary forests of the Northern Sierra Madre (Van der Ploeg et al. 2011). Coming from the 
valley and other provinces in Luzon, they immigrated to San Mariano to such an extent that 
the Agta and Kalinga nowadays form marginalized minorities on their own ancestral lands 
(Van Weerd & Van der Ploeg, 2012). A more recent development is the further inflow of 
Ifugao immigrants, who create small settlements in the forest (Van der Ploeg et al. 2011).  
 
Due to years of immigration, San Mariano’s profile nowadays is very heterogeneous. 
According to a household population census in San Mariano in 2013, the total population of 
57,074 people is divided into 11,710 households. Another survey conducted by the LGU San 
Mariano in 2010 on household population by mother tongue and ethnicity per barangay, 
shows that Ilocano is the most widely spoken language, with a significant share of 50,7% of 
all people. Only in 13 out of the 36 barangays (including the three zones belonging to San 
Mariano town) llocano does not make up the majority of the ethnicities. Ibanag is the second 
language in the municipality, with exceptionally high numbers in Macayu-cayu and big 
stream in general, as well as in the barangays adjacent to San Mariano town. The number of 
Kalinga and Tagalog-speaking people are almost equal, with Tappa, Macayucayu, Ibujan, 
Cadsalan and Buyasan (e.g., the barangays along the Ilaguen River) representing most of 
the Kalinga community. Ifugao, the fifth language in the municipality is mainly spoken in 
Casala, Del Pilar, Libertad, and Tappa. According to the statistics, there are only 42 
registered Agta in the municipality, of which 34 live in barangay Del Pilar. However, many 
more Agta inhabit the area (Minter, 2010). Some of them are permanent residents in certain 
barangays, others still move places from time to time. The fact that the majority of Agta is not 
included in the survey shows their continuing stigmatization and marginalization, despite the 
Indigenous Peoples Rights Act from 1997.  
The above-mentioned barangays all have their own fish sanctuary, which shows that 
the different barangays included in this report have very various profiles in terms of 
ethnicities.  
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2.3.2.2.	  Livelihood	  strategies	  	  
Despite the relative boost in income 
during logging times, most people 
nowadays in San Mariano live below the 
poverty threshold of 0,8 dollar a day (Van 
Weerd & Van der Ploeg, 2012). Farming is 
far-out the most important livelihood 
strategy. About 20 % of the total land area 
is devoted to agriculture: slopes are planted 
with banana, cassava, upland rice and 
vegetables and in the valleys people 
construct irrigated rice-fields.      
Much of the yields are destined for personal 
consumption. Yellow corn recently has 
become an important cash crop and the 
cultivation of sugarcane is gaining in 
popularity due to the recent bio-ethanol plant 
in San Mariano town (Van Weerd & Van der 
Ploeg, 2012).  
 
 
Besides farming, illegal logging remains an income-generating activity for a small but 
considerable percentage of families in the barangays. Government officials tend to turn a 
blind eye to the illegal logging activities, claiming that environmental legislation cannot be 
enforced as the rural poor depend on timber revenues (Van der Ploeg et al., 2011). However, 
the real underlying cause can be found in the fact that illegal logging is deeply entrenched in 
political patronage networks in Isabela (Van der Ploeg et al., 2011). All of this further 
degrades the ecosystems and affects the people living in the area: transport prices have 
risen as a result of the deterioration of roads due to heavy logging trucks, fishers are 
confronted with declining fish catches as rivers are increasingly silted and hunters complain 
that the constant sound of chainsaws scares wildlife away (Van der Ploeg et al, 2011).  
 
 Fishing is another livelihood activity for many in the area and is the main focus in this 
report. Freshwater fish mainly serves as a source of nutrition to the poor farmers in the 
areas. Only a minor percentage of the people in San Mariano depend on fishing as a main 
Picture 1: Cassava buyer in San Mariano town  
Picture 2: Irrigated rice fields in the valley  
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source of income, with a high concentration of those fishermen in the barangays adjacent to 
San Mariano, since they are able to sell their catch on the market in town. Most fishers in 
San Mariano are farmers spending their spare time along the river. The frequency of their 
fishing activities depends on their work on the farm and on the season, with more people 
willing to go fishing in dry season than in rainy season. If there are surpluses after personal 
consumption, these ‘occasional fishermen’6 sell their catch in the barangay or exchange it for 
rice with neighbours and family.  
The two most common destructive 
methods that are used in the area of San Mariano 
are kuryente and bungbong. Other methods often 
deployed are the use of pesticides and poison 
(Van Weerd & Van der Ploeg, 2012). Since the 
national Fisheries Code the use of destructive 
fishing methods is strictly prohibited to prevent 
further devastation of the eco-systems. However, 
despite these national and municipal policies, 
local governments often continue to tolerate the 
practices of destructive fishing. 
 
Although some fishers are still using destructive 
methods, the majority of the people use non-destructive legal 
fishing methods such as pana (spearfishing), sigay (fishing 
nets) baniit (fishing hooks) and tabukol (throwing net). Less 
common are sayot (triangular nets), siid (cages), bubu (traps) 
and bukatot (fykes) (Van Weerd & Van der Ploeg, 2012)7.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6
 Term used in San Mariano for fishers whose main occupation is not the practice of fishing.  
7
 From now on, local terms will be used in this report when referring to fishing methods. 
Picture 3: Fisherman on his way to the open 
access area upstream the Ilaguen River, 
showing his kuryente in barangay Ibujan 
Picture 4: Fisher using tabukol 
Picture 5: Fishers using sigay 
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The most commonly caught fish in all 
barangays is Tilapia. Although there are two 
different species of Tilapia, Giant tilapia and Native 
tilapia, fishers in San Mariano 
usually do not distinguish 
between them. Kurilau or 
Giant sea catfish is often 
caught as well. Golden or 
Russian carp is a fish mainly   
caught in big stream in the 
Ilaguen River, whereas several fishers in small stream mentioned 
Dalag or Snakehead murrel/Mudfish and Paltat or the 
Native/Whitespotted Catfish as common catch. The following table 
presents a nomenclature of the species commonly caught in the 
rivers of San Mariano.  
 
Table 1: Nomenclature common freshwater fish in the area of San Mariano (source: Engelhart, 2009) 
English  Ilocano Ibanag Tagalog Scientific 
Giant Tilapia/Nile 
tilapia 
Tilapia Tilapia Tilapya Oreochromis 
niloticus  
Native 
Tilapia/Mozambique 
tilapia 
Tilapia Tilapia Tilapya Oreochromis 
mossambicus 
Giant sea catfish*  Kurilau Kurilaw - Netuma 
thalassina 
Russian carp or 
Golden fish 
Imelda  Karpa  Imelda fish  Carassius 
carassius 
Squaretail mullet* Ikan Sira/Itubi - Liza vaigiensis 
Snakehead murrel or 
Mudfish 
Dalag Dalag Dalag Channa striata 
Giant/Bangkok/Walking 
catfish 
Giant/Bangkok 
paltat 
Patta Giant/Bangkok 
hito 
Clarias 
batrachus 
Silver fish/Java barb  Siling Dugong - Barbonymus 
gonionotus 
Halfbeak* Susay Balambang - Zenarchopterus 
dispar 
Pictue 7: Fish catch: Ikan  
(squaretail mullet)  
Picture 6: Fish catch: Tilapia (giant tilapia)  
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Giant mottled eel* Igat - - Anguilla 
marmorata 
Lobed river mullet* Ludong - - Cestraeus 
plicatilis/ 
Valamugil seheli 
Largesnout goby* Bunug Vunug - Awaous 
melanocephalus 
Marble goby* Mori Mori Mori Oxyeleotris 
marmorata 
* = native species 
 
2.3.3.	  Political	  	  
 
2.3.3.1.	  The	  structure	  of	  local	  politics	  	  	  
All municipalities in the country have their own LGU, headed by the mayor who has to 
be re-elected every three years. The LGU consists of LGU-members employed in several 
executive and legislative bodies that are represented in various departments. Each of those 
carries out specific functions in the barangays belonging to the municipality.  
 
Each barangay in its turn has its own political 
structure and is supposed to coordinate closely with 
the LGU. A barangay is led by its barangay council, 
which consists of the punong barangay or barangay 
captain and 7 barangay kagawads or barangay 
officials. Each barangay kagawad represents one or 
more committees, which means they are responsible 
for all matters concerning that specific committee. 
Committee’s include 1) Peace and Order, 2) Education, 
3) Appropriations, Finance and Ways and Means, 4) 
Health, 5) Agriculture, 6) Tourism, 7) Infrastructure, 8) 
Youth and Sports.  The barangay secretary and 
barangay treasurer further supplement the barangay 
council. Each barangay also has a certain number of 
barangay tanods or barangay policemen. They are 
Picture 8: Political structure of barangay 
Disulap 
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responsible for maintaining peace and order in the barangay through their monitoring and 
reporting obligations that are usually imposed by the chief tanod or barangay officials.  
 
Similar to the regulations at LGU level, elections for all barangay posts usually take 
place every three years, with some exceptions made in the past (e.g. postponements 
decided by the Congress). One can only be elected for the same post three times in a row; 
afterwards, someone else has to be re-elected. However, again, exceptions have been made 
to this rule in the past.  
2.3.4.	  Current	  situation	  
 
Up to date, San Mariano continues to be a fast-growing municipality. Mainly due to 
the country’s largest bio-ethanol plant that San Mariano is home to, the population is 
expected to further increase. Many economic, housing and energy projects (e.g. a windmill, a 
hydro-electric power system, and solar power systems) therefore are underway, and the 
development or upgrading of potential tourist destinations is being considered.  
Notwithstanding these promising economic and environmental projects and the quick 
expansion of San Mariano, the bulk of the people living in the barangays are still poor in 
terms of income and officially do not have any rights to the lands they live on.  
 
As the rules and regulations regarding the community-conserved fish sanctuaries in 
San Mariano have their roots in the communities themselves, but are in fact embedded in 
higher political legislations and laws (e.g. the Philippine Fisheries Code of 1998), all of the 
above-described processes have in one way or the other affected the effectiveness of the 
community-conserved fish sanctuaries. How all of these forces, from the very local up to the 
national level, are interconnected and how they contribute to the analysis on the 
effectiveness of the community-conserved fish sanctuaries in San Mariano will be explained 
in the next chapters. 
2.4. San	   Mariano’s	   community-­‐conserved	   freshwater	   fish	   sanctuaries:	   past	  
processes	  	  	  
The 15 barangays all established their fish sanctuary after external facilitations by the 
Mabuwaya Foundation. According to the Foundation, the following steps were taken to 
encourage the establishment of a fish sanctuary: first, a meeting in the barangay with the 
barangay council (barangay captain and the councilors – kagawads) was organized, in order 
to explain the project goal and objectives and to facilitate conservation action on the ground. 
If barangay officials were interested, then a barangay assembly meeting was organized in 
which the barangay officials explained to the community the need to do something about 
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illegal fishing methods and the decline of fish catches. In case the concerns about 
destructive fishing and declining fish catches were commonly shared, the barangay council 
made a draft barangay ordinance. The Mabuwaya staff often assisted the barangay council 
in drafting the ordinance, but the ordinances basically reflect the ideas of the barangay 
officials. Although it is required by law that every barangay ordinance is discussed again with 
the entire community in order for them to democratically object to or amend the ordinance in 
a formal vote (during another barangay assembly meeting or community consultation), in 
most of the barangays, that did not happen. If all kagawads then had signed the ordinance, 
the latter could be forwarded to the LGU for formal approval. Officially the LGU has to inform 
the barangay within two weeks about this decision, but in practice this often takes longer. In 
some barangays, the text of the ordinance was then posted in the barangay hall with the 
approval stated by the LGU (Van der Ploeg & Van Weerd, 2006). 
Although these steps are the formal procedures that were strived for to establish the 
fish sanctuaries, there was considerable variety in the duration of each procedure, and the 
compliance with legislative regulations. Only 13 out of the 15 targeted barangays sent their 
ordinance to the LGU San Mariano for approval. No ordinance had ever been received in the 
LGU from barangay Buyasan and Paninan. The ordinance of barangay Cadsalan focuses on 
the preservation of the crocodile by declaring a crocodile sanctuary, instead of a fish 
sanctuary, and has therefore not been included in this study. 
 
Up to date, and in chronological order of enactment, the following 12 barangays 
officially have their own community-managed fish sanctuary: Macayu-cayu (May, 2006), 
Tappa (June, 2006), Del Pilar (June, 2006), Dibuluan (July, 2006), Casala (July, 2006), 
Gangalan (August, 2006), Disulap (August, 2006), Balliao (August, 2006), San José 
(September, 2006), Ibujan (January, 2008), Libertad (June, 2008), Dicamay (July, 2008). 
Although no information was found on the fish sanctuary of Buyasan in advance, it was 
decided to include the barangay in this study as community members of adjacent barangays 
stated that Buyasan did have its own fish sanctuary. On the other hand, Balliao, Casala and 
Gangalan could not be included in the study due to time limitations.  
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Figure 2: Steps taken by the Mabuwaya 
Foundation and the barangays in the process of 
establishing fish sanctuaries 
Barangay	  council	  	  meeting	   • explaining goals and objectives for community-conservation Barangay	  assembly	  meeting	   • Informing the community  
draft	  
ordinance  • Barangay council makes first draft  
(Second 
barangay 
assembly 
meeting) 
• (Community approval) 
Waiting for 
LGU approval  
• In 
accordance 
with national 
laws?  
Official 
establishment 
of fish 
sanctuary 
!
Figure 3: Example of approved ordinance 
(Ibujan, 2008) 
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3.	  Methods	  
3.1.	  Research	  design	  
 
To assess the effectiveness of community-conserved freshwater areas and to answer 
the question ‘does it work?’, I chose to work with a comparative research design. As Pollnac 
et al. (2001) suggest, comparing data across sites is necessary to make valid generalisations 
about what increases chances of success in community conservation projects. He himself 
also applied a comparative research design to provide useful information to decision-makers 
and policy-makers as community conservation is always essentially co-managed. This is 
further supported by Berkes (2009) who states that networks and partnerships between 
governance structures on all levels are indispensable in CCAs. Besides a qualitative 
anthropological analysis on the effectiveness of the community-conserved fish sanctuaries in 
the different barangays, this report also includes a quantitative analysis to statistically 
analyse correlations between factors that are said to influence success in community-
conservation management. Hence, (qualitative) data gathered and compared across sites 
will be quantified and entered in the analysis.  
 
I used a range of ethnographic qualitative research methods as well as some 
quantitative methods in a timeframe of 10 weeks. Although a minimum of 3 days in every 
barangay was aimed for, this has not always been feasible. In barangays where complex 
processes seemed to be going on, I stayed longer in order to get to the heart of the matter. 
On the other hand, due to time limitations, I could not stay longer than one or two days in 
barangays Macayu-cayu and Del Pilar that were visited at the end of the research.  
During all activities, I cooperated with a Filipino counterpart, Marissa Mangantulao. 
She assisted me in the field as a translator, local guide, to arrange practical matters and to 
organise the focus group discussions in the local languages. With her active knowledge of 
English, Ilocano, Ifugao and Tagalog, and passive knowledge of Kalinga and Ibanag, she 
has been a great value for me, as a researcher unfamiliar with all local languages.  
 
Many researchers and policy institutions have advocated a combination of 
quantitative and qualitative analysis, especially in impact assessment studies (IIED, 2013). 
Scheyvens & Storey (2003) point out: “Quantitative data analysis is strong at describing the 
‘what’ but weak at explaining the ‘why’. [Therefore] quantitative data analysis is usually best 
used in conjunction with other qualitative techniques” (Scheyvens & Storey, 2003:54). 
Bernard (2006) emphasizes the powerfulness of mixed methods in social sciences: 
“Ethnography brings to light the features of a culture, but you need systematically collected 
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data in order to test hypotheses about how those features work” (Bernard, 2006:298). Hence 
he recommends a constant feedback between ethnographic qualitative methods and survey 
data. In my research, the focus is on qualitative methods, but interviews with fishers were 
supplemented with survey questions, in which fishers were asked to compare certain 
situations over time. The feedback between data gathered through both qualitative and to a 
lesser extent quantitative methods was useful for a good understanding of on-going 
processes. These processes will be analysed both qualitatively and quantitatively.  
 
In what follows, I will explain each method and justify why it has been adopted. How 
the data gathered through all these methods will be analysed will be explained afterwards. A 
final subchapter will address issues of ethics that I’ve come across in the field.  
3.2.	  Qualitative	  research	  methods	  
3.2.1.	  Participant	  observation	  	  
	  Being an anthropologist, I am glad to start this chapter with the method that 
characterizes anthropologists, and that can be accredited to one of anthropologists’ main 
founding fathers, Malinowski: the method of participant observation. However, the way I 
employed this method in my research differs widely from the rather romantic definition 
Malinowski at first assigned to it. This is not surprising, as the meaning of participant-
observation has been transformed multiple times ever since Malinowski’s developed it as a 
method for social research: In Malinowski’s definition, participant observation includes 
“spending lots and lots of time in studying a culture, learning the language, hanging out, 
doing all the everyday things that everyone else does, becoming inconspicuous by sheer 
tenaciousness, and staying aware of what’s really going on” (Malinowski, 1922 in Bernard, 
2006:345). Up to date, participant observation is everywhere - not only in anthropology – and 
books have been written, full of practical advice about it (Bernard, 2006). In temporary 
definitions, participant observers can be insiders who observe and record some aspects of 
life around them (e.g. observing participants); or they can be outsiders who participate in 
some aspects of life around them and record what they can (e.g. participating observers) 
(Bernard, 2006). Clearly, I was an observing participant in my research, as I never really was 
a complete participant in the daily activities of the people I was staying with. Furthermore, 
unlike Malinowski, as my research design was comparative and the time schedule very tight I 
could not immerse myself completely in the lives of the people that I have studied. Although it 
is widely recognised that the more time you spend in the field the more you can learn, 
applying participant observation as a method in only a few days’ time does not necessarily 
have to be renounced. My research therefore can be called applied ethnographic research 
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(Bernard, 2006). This implies that I used participant observation as a rapid assessment 
procedure: I went to these barangays, armed with a list of questions and a checklist of data 
that I needed to collect (Bernard, 2006). By narrowing down the focus of my research based 
on previous long-term studies in the same discourse, I was able to collect valuable data 
without having the luxury of doing long-term participant observation fieldwork.  
 
The participant observation techniques I deployed can all be understood as 
participatory rapid assessment techniques. Transect walks (e.g. systematically walking 
through the barangay with an appointed barangay official to observe and ask for 
explanations with everything I saw along the transect) have been done upon arrival in most 
barangays. Besides transect walks, a walk to the declared fish sanctuary (and if the 
geographical features allowed us to, also along the fish sanctuary from boundary to 
boundary) was strived for as well. On these walks, barangay officials and/or barangay tanods 
accompanied us, which gave me the opportunity to conduct unstructured interviews along 
the way and ask for further clarifications regarding the physical features of the fish 
sanctuaries. In addition, I also accompanied fishermen on a fishing trip to better understand 
their fishing methods and techniques. These trips were good opportunities to interrogate the 
fishermen in a non-formal environment, which yielded a lot of interesting data. To conclude, I 
kept my eyes and ears open all the time during the stays in the barangays. As I usually 
stayed with the barangay captain or another appointed barangay official, I was able to hear 
and see a lot of the political and social processes that were at stake in the barangays, 
sometimes (in)directly related to the fish sanctuaries, sometimes not. So although I have 
never been a real participant due to time limitations, I have been an observer whilst being 
one of them; I was eating, walking and talking with barangay officials and fishers. All of the 
impressions derived from that have served to better contextualize the information collected in 
interviews and has greatly enhanced the quality of my assessments. 
3.2.2.	  Semi-­‐structured	  interviews	  
	  
The bulk of the data collected in the field stems from semi-structured interviews. As 
mentioned before, previous similar studies on community-conserved MPAs have provided 
me with scientific hypotheses (Pollnac et al., 2001; Webb et al., 2004; Cinner, 2005). These 
hypotheses have armed me with a set of indicators that were expected to be related to my 
research as well. Although I had a set of questions with me during most of the interviews, I 
always elaborated further on interesting topics that required a deeper understanding. The 
order of the questions thereby always depended on the progress of the interview. Moreover, 
as some of the questions had to be answered only once, I decided on the moment whether 
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or not I considered the interviewee as the right person to ask the question to. This I have 
repeated several times to control for socially approved answers, even on questions querying 
factual knowledge. 
 
I have utilized semi-structured interviews for barangay officials and fishers, male and 
female. A different set of questions was used for both, although a considerable number of the 
questions were overlapping.   
3.2.2.1.	  Barangay	  officials	  	  	  	  
I aimed at interviewing at least five barangay officials per barangay. I always tried to 
interview the barangay captain, the barangay kagawad on peace and order (this I only 
started doing after a few weeks, as it had become clear by then that usually this barangay 
kagawad is involved in the monitoring process of the fish sanctuary), the barangay secretary, 
a barangay tanod (preferably the chief tanod), and another kagawad who preferably had a 
function in the barangay council by the time the fish sanctuary got established (e.g. the 
former barangay captain, the former barangay secretary or the former barangay captain on 
peace and order).  
 
During the research, the number of interviewed barangay officials often turned out to 
be more than five, as regularly other barangay kagawads insisted on being interviewed as 
well. It would have been impolite not to concede to their request. In some barangays, the 
barangay captain was not available during the time of our visit, which obliged us to interview 
more barangay kagawads. Due to time limitations, exceptions were made for the last two 
visited barangays: Macayu-cay and Del Pilar. In those barangays, only two to four barangay 
officials could be interviewed. In Macayu-cayu this ended up in a group discussion in which 
many more barangay officials and other community members actively and passively joined.  
 
Interviews with barangay officials always took off with a small survey on personal 
details in which their function, the number of terms they had served in the barangay council, 
their age, ethnicity, household size, years of residence and highest education were asked. 
Topics covered during the interviews were divided into specific questions about the fish 
sanctuary and general questions about social and political issues in the barangay. Topics on 
the fish sanctuary included amongst others questions about the establishment (the time, the 
process, the motivation), about the rules and the regulations, about the physical features 
(which were cross-checked during the walk to the fish sanctuary), the monitoring and 
enforcing processes, the violations to the rules, their personal opinion on the fish sanctuary 
and whether and how they would like to improve it in the future. General questions on life in 
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the barangay included questions on the community assembly meetings8 (the frequency, the 
procedure, topics covered, rate of attendances, rate of active participation), on conflict-
solving within the barangay, change of barangay council, links with the LGU, percentage 
farmers and fishers in the barangay, and some more general questions on communication, 
economy and transportation9. 
 
Table 2: number of barangay officials interviewed (including barangay officials from previous election 
terms) per barangay.    
Barangay 
officials  
   
 Male female Total 
Villa Miranda 7 0 7 
Disulap 4 4 8 
San Jose 7 1 8 
Libertad 3 2 5 
Ibujan 3 2 5 
Bujasan 3 2 5 
Dicamay 4 1 5 
Tappa 4 0 4 
Macayu-
cayu 
7 1 8 
Del Pilar 2 0 2 
    
TOTAL 44 13 57 	  
3.2.2.2.	  Fishers	  	  
A target number of 10 interviews with fishers per barangay was set, of which an equal 
distribution of male and female was strived for. This was however not realistic to uphold, as 
only a minor percentage of fishers 
are women. Respondents were 
selected using non-probability 
sampling techniques. Usually, the 
first fishers available for an interview 
were referred to by the barangay 
captain or barangay kagawad who 
we stayed with. Later interviews 
were based on snowball sampling 
(in which interviewees suggested 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  8	  Community assembly meetings are organised in every barangay, In those meetings urgent matters are 
discussed and communicated between barangay officials and community members. The meeting is always 
presided by the barangay council, who also defines the agenda of the meeting.. Each barangay organizes two to 
four regular assembly meetings per year, that are complemented by unexpected emergency assembly meetings. 9	  For a topic list of interviews with barangay officials, see Appendix II 
Picture 9: Interview wish fisherman in barangay Ibujan 
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appropriate other fishers) or convenience sampling (approaching people we saw fishing 
when walking along the fish sanctuary, or approaching fishers at home when we saw a fish 
net hanging at their door). For snowball sampling, I always explicitly asked whether people 
knew any female fishers as possible respondents in the barangay. In general, a total of 8 to 
11 fishers were interviewed per barangay, again with the exception of barangays Macayu-
cayu and Del Pilar. There, only three to four fishers were interviewed. 
 
All interviews with fishers began with a personal survey, similar to the one for 
barangay officials. One additional question to the fishers included their main occupation. 
Each interview then proceeded with some questions on their personal fishing habits 
(frequency, place, methods etc.). Specific questions on the fish sanctuary were overlapping 
with those for barangay officials, except that questions on the establishment procedures 
were left out. Fishers’ knowledge about (1) the existence and physical features of the fish 
sanctuary, (2) the rules and regulations, (3) violations to these rules and regulations, (4) the 
perceived benefits and disadvantages and (5) the perceived ideal future regarding the fish 
sanctuary was asked for. General questions on the social and political processes in the 
barangay similar to those with barangay officials were included as well, although the number 
of questions I posed varied largely upon the respondents’ willingness to give elaborate 
answers. When I felt that the respondent was not feeling at ease, I skipped several 
questions. Finally, all interviews with fishers ended with six to eight structured questions in 
which they were asked to compare situations in the past (that is before the fish sanctuary got 
established) and nowadays. Questions varied between details about their fish catch, the 
importance of certain livelihood strategies and political processes in the barangay (the latter 
was dropped if respondents seemed not to feel at ease)10. 
 
Table 3: number of fishers interviewed per barangay.    
Fishers    
 Male female Total 
Villa Miranda 18 4 22 
Disulap 6 2 8 
San Jose 10 2 12 
Libertad 10 0 10 
Ibujan 7 1 8 
Bujasan 7 1 8 
Dicamay 8 0 8 
Tappa 6 0 6 
Macayu-
cayu 
4 0 4 
Del Pilar 2 1 3 
    
TOTAL 78 11 89 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10
 For a topic list of interviews with fishers, see appendix III 
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3.2.3.	  Unstructured	  interviews	  	  
 
Unstructured interviews have been conducted upon arrival in each barangay. 
Complying with Filipino courtesy, we always primarily introduced ourselves to the barangay 
captain (and if he was not around, the next in hierarchy, being the first kagawad). An 
unstructured, informal open topic interview usually followed after our introduction, in which 
facts about the barangay, some general social and political processes in the barangay and 
some initial questions about the fish sanctuary were covered.  This has been very relevant, 
as it provided me with some initial insights that have (sometimes unconsciously) shaped the 
further course of action in the barangay. Furthermore, answers given in these unstructured 
interviews often served as a control check with interviews, which gave me the opportunity to 
immediately elaborate further on given answers that contradicted previously gathered data.   	  
Unstructured interviews were also 
the main research method used during the 
visits at the LGU San Mariano. Before each 
fieldtrip, I had to pass by the office of the 
Municipal Mayor where the Municipal 
Administrator renewed my permit to 
conduct research in the barangays of the 
municipality. Although I always tried to 
combine these practical visits with 
interviews at several departments that were 
somehow related to this research, this has 
not always been feasible. Therefore, I 
planned two extra visits at the LGU, at times when particular people where available. The 
Municipal Administrator, the head of the MENRO department (Municipality of Environmental 
and Natural Resources Office), several representatives of the DA (department of Agriculture) 
and the Municipal Secretary were interviewed, of whom the Secretary multiple times. 
Unstructured interviews were chosen, as I wanted to hear their story on how their department 
or the municipality in general is involved with the community-conserved fish sanctuaries in 
the barangays. By adopting this method, I could easily follow the flow of the conversation and 
ask more profound questions if things remained unclear or were particularly interesting.   
 
 
Picture 10: interview with LGU members:  MENRO 
office  
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3.2.4.	  Group	  discussion	  	  	  
Focus group discussions are another qualitative research method used in the 
barangays. As Bernard (2006:233) points out: “Focus groups do not replace surveys, but 
rather complement them. […] They are widely used to find out why people feel as they do 
about something or the steps that people go through in making decisions”. The focus group 
discussions in my research were intended to bring together barangay officials and fishers to 
openly discuss about obscurities and contradictions I had come across during interviews. 
Also perceived threats and possible solutions, perceived effectiveness of the fish sanctuaries 
and how to improve it in the future in order for the barangay members to benefit more were 
topics covered during the group discussions.  
 
The organisation of a focus group discussion in three different barangays was strived 
for in order to get a more profound understanding of the processes involved in the 
management of the fish sanctuaries. By uniting barangay officials and fishers and stimulating 
them to discuss, this provided a good opportunity to confront and verify opposing opinions, 
which in itself yielded good data for me as a researcher and simultaneously elucidated 
mutual misunderstandings (mostly often) between fishers and barangay officials.  
 
The three barangays where a group discussion took place were selected based on 
two grounds: an indistinct ordinance (or in the case of barangay Buyasan; no ordinance) and 
contradictory data gathered during interviews in the barangay. Therefore, group discussions 
were always organised on the last day of our stay, which had often been prolonged for the 
same reason.  Group discussions were organised in barangays Ibujan, Buyasan and 
Dicamay. In all three barangays, the intentions were explained and permission was asked 
from the barangay captain or barangay kagawad in charge on the day of arrival. A total of 10 
participants per group discussion was aimed for, including five barangay officials (e.g. the 
barangay captain, barangay secretary, barangay kagawad on peace and order, the chief 
tanod and one additional barangay kagawad) and five fishers, preferably male and female. 
The fishers were invited either by the barangay captain or based on their interview: fishers 
that seemed to feel empowered when talking and did not give a nervous impression were 
asked to participate in the group discussion after the interview. In reality, between eight and 
14 people joined the group discussions in the three barangays, with a slightly higher share of 
barangay officials in barangays Buyasan and Dicamay.  
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The three group discussions were organised in the respective barangay halls. The 
introductory part was held by me, in English, and included thanking the participants for their 
presence, presenting Marissa and myself and explaining the purpose of the meeting. Hereby, 
I stressed the participatory aspect of the group discussion, and emphasized that each 
contribution would be valuable. I introduced furthermore each new topic for discussion in 
English, but after Marissa’s translation discussions were held in Ilocano (with a mixture of 
Kalinga and Ibanag). Besides translating, Marissa served as moderator during the course of 
the group discussion. The discussions were recorded with a voice-recorder, and the last 
focus group discussion was filmed in addition. As I do not understand Ilocano, I could not 
follow the discussions. Instead, I wrote down observations and controlled the voice-recorder. 
After each fieldtrip, recordings were transcribed to English.   
 
3.2.3.	  Secondary	  data	  	  
 
A lot of secondary data has been collected in the barangays themselves, at the LGU 
and through the Mabuwaya foundation. Information on barangay profiles, maps and 
coordinates of the region, surveys on ethnicity, copies of the declared ordinances, physical 
features of the fish sanctuaries, lists with names of participants during the law enforcement 
training organized by Mabuwaya Foundation etc. All of these secondary data will directly or 
indirectly be used as input in the quantitative analysis to describe factors that influence 
chances on success in community-conservation management. Furthermore, all of the 
secondary data gathered is important to contextualize observations in the field.  
 
Picture 11: Group discussion in barangay Dicamay Picture 12: Group discussion in barangay Buyasan 
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3.3.	  Quantitative	  research	  methods	  
3.3.1.	  Structured	  interviews	  
 
The semi-structured interviews with fishermen all had a structured component in the 
end. Fishers were asked to compare past situations with contemporary realities. In the first 
three barangays (Dibuluan, Disulap and San Jose) this was done through the presentation of 
a Likert-scale depicting five faces, with the sad looking face representing the worst case 
scenario and the happy face the best possible scenario. Respondents had to choose a face 
to indicate how they felt about a certain situation 10 years ago (e.g. before the establishment 
of their fish sanctuary) and now. However, this technique was soon omitted, as respondents 
tend to not comprehend the faces-technique. This became clear when I asked for 
clarifications of their answers. Therefore, in the remaining barangays fishers were only asked 
to compare situations over time orally. Situations that had to be evaluated included the 
number of fish stocks, fish size, number of fish species, their family’s overall quality of life, 
level of involvement of the barangay captain and the relative importance of fishing and 
farming.  
3.4.	  Data	  analysis	  
 
In the next chapter, results will be analysed through a dual approach: qualitative and 
quantitative. For the qualitative part, the data gathered with the range of methods described 
above will be analysed by means of content analysis. Providing a coherent story of the 
management processes at stake and the social and ecological impacts of the fish sanctuary 
in every barangay is what is aimed for. Furthermore, exemplary quotes from unstructured 
interviews, semi-structured interviews and the focus group discussions will be used to 
illustrate the argument. For the quantitative part of the analysis, I will work within the existing 
framework used by Pollnac (et al., 2001) in his study on the effectiveness of MPAs. However, 
no direct comparisons with the outcomes cited by Pollnac will be made, as this study has a 
profound different focus (freshwater fish sanctuaries instead of MPAs), has a smaller sample 
(10 barangays compared to 45 barangays) and has slightly different objectives. Correlations 
between independent predictor variables and dependent success variables will be analysed 
and described to define which variables relate to success in community-conserved 
freshwater areas.  
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3.5.	  Ethics	  	  
	  
During the visits to the barangays, Marissa Mangantulao always accompanied me 
and translated all conversations to English. Generally, anthropologists tend to be divided on 
the idea of working with an interpreter. Opponents claim that speaking the language as a 
researcher is needed to attain anthropological objectivity, which gives you the authority to 
speak for people (pers. comm. Pels, 2013). Fabian (1971) for example claims that stepping 
in a communicative context and creating a human intersubjectivity between the researcher 
and his subjects are essential to attain this anthropological objectivity. Proponents on the 
other hand, like Borchgrevink (2003) show that working with an interpreter necessitates 
some additional practical considerations but in fact can entail many advantages to the 
researcher. I found working with an interpreter pleasant but sometimes quite hard. I was 
really grateful that I could share with Marissa my thoughts and reflections of the day, and 
discuss our short-term planning. Moreover, as she came from barangay San Jose, one of the 
barangays included in the study, she had good knowledge about life in the barangays and 
courtesy manners in the Philippines in general. However, it turned out to be tough at times to 
keep on translating outside the research context. As we were always staying in houses of 
barangay officials or fishers, I missed out on a lot of conversations, as it was simply not 
possible to translate everything to English. Also during interviews, nuances of people’s 
answers by times got lost, due to the translation English-Ilocano Ilocano-English. During the 
research, Marissa and me regularly reflected upon the process of translation, to make sure 
we were on the same track in terms of intentions and expectations. The fact that I was at 
times feeling discomfortable not being part of the conversation11 can also be attributed to the 
research design: as we did not stay in one place for longer than five days, I never really got 
to know the people who we were living with and vice versa. Consequently, in every new 
barangay, the people who we were staying with tended to ask the same questions about me, 
“the foreigner”, which Marissa could easily answer after a few weeks without having to pass 
on the question to me.  
The language barrier and the comparative research design also explain why I have 
never really immersed myself in the lives of my respondents. We met wonderful people, but 
by the time our presence started to become normality, we had to move on again. Still, I do 
feel that this does not restrict me in attaining the anthropological objectivity that Fabian 
(1971) refers to. As this research is largely based on perceptions of respondents about 
successes or failures of their fish sanctuary, I feel that I do have the authority to represent 
their opinions on that matter. It has to be considered here that because I never really was 
‘one of them’, respondents sometimes might have given socially approved answers. On the 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11
 Asking questions did not always help to become part of the conversation.  
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other hand, as an ethnographer you have to take serious the categories you encounter in the 
thoughts and practices of the people you are working with (Ferguson, 2009). By considering 
that their answers are also a way to give voice to certain kinds of aspirations they have, very 
important kinds of political, cultural and social claims can be made (Ferguson, 2009), even in 
the context of community conservation. Therefore, it is certainly useful to take into account 
that results about perceptions might not be 100% reliable; but on the other hand, they are the 
literal representation of people’s own opinions, hence they are extremely valuable in itself.  
 
To conclude, I do believe that the ‘distance’ between respondents and me that was 
inherently part of the research design did not restrict me in having the authority to represent 
their perceptions and aspirations regarding the fish sanctuaries in an unbiased way. To deal 
with this distance and to gain respondents’ trust on short terms, we always clearly explained 
that I was a master student coming to their place to conduct independent research on the 
fish sanctuaries in the context of my studies. Moreover, we often reminded the respondents 
that no good or bad answers could be given, but that each and every part of their opinion 
would be considerably valuable.  
As the content of this research has not been extremely sensitive in terms of privacy of 
respondents, no further problems on ethics were encountered.  
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4.	  Results	  
4.1.	  Qualitative	  analysis	  	  
	  
In what follows, the 10 fish sanctuaries that have been studied will be qualitatively 
described. This will be done by providing an overview of the typical managerial and social 
processes that are at stake in every barangay regarding their community-conserved fish 
sanctuary, by means of recurring units of analysis. A dual focus - on barangay officials and 
on fishers - has been adopted to include both sides of the story. Each report will be 
introduced by a brief description of the fish sanctuary and the geographical location as well 
as relevant socio-cultural information of the barangay. The units of analysis are recurring 
themes concerning the fish sanctuary’s processes and aim to provide a coherent structure 
that is comparable across sites. Recurring units of analysis include (1) knowledge about 
existence and physical features of the sanctuary, (2) knowledge about rules and regulations, 
(3) communication between barangay officials and fishers, (4) monitoring system, (5) penalty 
system, (6) violations occurred in the past, (7) perceived change in fish stocks over the 
years, (8) perceived effectiveness, (9) perceived potential improvements, (10) impact on 
livelihood. All of these units of analysis are described in most reports, yet not all, as only the 
most relevant information per barangay in included in what is following.  
Reports will be provided in north-south order, which means that barangays in small 
stream area in the north of San Mariano will be covered first, barangays in the south of big 
stream will be dealt with at the end.  
 
4.1.1.	  Dibuluan	  12	  
Dibuluan is the most northern barangay of the municipality and is located slightly north of the 
Catalangan River, about 13.5 kilometers east of San Mariano town. With its 352 households 
and a population of 1,715 according to a survey in 2013 (LGU San Mariano, 2013), Dibuluan 
is an average barangay in the municipality in terms of size. The research in Dibuluan has 
been carried out in its largest sitio that is located three kilometers eastwards along the 
Catalangan River: Villa Miranda. The choice to stay in the sitio has been based on the 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12
 This first barangay where research was conducted was an exceptional one in terms of methodologies: as my 
field assistant had cancelled 2 days in advance, I had to cooperate with two students (one Dutch, one Filipino) 
who were conducting research on the impacts of the fish sanctuary in Villa Miranda in the context of their 
voluntary exchange program on water management. After deliberating about the objectives and methods of my 
research, I decided to move on to the next barangay on the third day (by then with my new field assistant Marissa 
Mangantulao) and to rely further on the data of barangay Dibuluan gathered by the two students, as they stayed 
in Villa Miranda three more days. 
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location of the barangay’s fish sanctuary, being one hour further upstream the Catalangan 
River, at its junction with the Calewan creek.  
According to the original ordinance 
that was enacted on July 03, 2006 “… 
Calewan [as] a part of Catalangan river [is 
declared as] barangay fish sanctuary 
located at barangay Dibuluan” (ordinance 
fish sanctuary Dibuluan, 2006), without 
any further specifications on the 
boundaries or exact location. 
Furthermore, the ordinance states that 
unsustainable methods of fishing and the 
dumping of garbage are strictly prohibited 
in the designated fish sanctuary area and 
that violators will be penalized 500pesos and 1,000pesos respectively for the first and 
second offence.  
 Except for two Agta-women who practice fishing as their main occupation, all other 
interviewees rely on farming as a main source of income and go fishing most often once a 
week for additional nutrition purposes. Less than one fourth of the respondents mentioned 
sometimes selling the surplus of their catch to the neighbors. Pana is by far the most popular 
fishing method, followed by sigay, siíd and sayot.  
Of the 29 respondents, 15 had never heard of the fish sanctuary, including three 
Agta-women. This is a large share, but not surprising as the rules and regulations of the fish 
sanctuary had only been communicated to the barangay members once: immediately after 
the establishment in 2006 during the community-assembly meeting that are organized twice 
a year.  
Even one kagawad acceded that he had no clue about the fish sanctuary’s rules and 
regulations. That indicates that after elections the information regarding the fish sanctuary 
had not been passed on to new members within the barangay council: neither with the new 
barangay captain Rudy Bulan in 2010, nor with the last elections in October 2013. This lack 
of knowledge can be clarified by the fact that also the original copy of the ordinance, stating 
all the rules and regulations had disappeared. With three elections and consequent changes 
in barangay councils since the establishment of the fish sanctuary, the ordinance had not 
been properly passed on to the next barangay secretaries.  
The 14 respondents that were informed about the existence of the fish sanctuary all 
noted that fishing in general is not allowed in the designated fish sanctuary. This is not in 
accordance with the original ordinance, which only prohibits destructive methods.  
Picture 13: Fish sanctuary of barangay Dibuluan, along 
the Catalangan River 
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Notwithstanding a lack of communication and the corresponding improper knowledge 
of the formal regulations, the fish sanctuary does not face severe threats to its continued 
existence. All respondents said they would not go fishing in the area of the fish sanctuary, 
either because they know it’s prohibited or out of fear for crocodiles roaming around 
upstream in Catalangan River. About half of the respondents also mentioned the distance as 
a factor, as they can easily catch fish in the Catalangan River flowing through their own 
‘backyards’.  According to barangay kagawad Erikson Tagapan, this is exactly the reason 
why the barangay council in 2006 had appointed this naturally undisturbed place as a 
suitable location for the fish to reproduce.  
Although the respondents declared they do not fish in the area of the fish sanctuary, 
the two barangay kagawads and the barangay secretary who joined us on the hike towards 
the fish sanctuary told us that violations do occur, especially in summertime and mainly by 
outsiders from adjacent barangays. Two things have to be considered here: the ‘outsiders’ 
that are mentioned predominantly come from sitio Cadsalan, which administratively belongs 
to barangay Dibuluan. This says something profound about the role of sitios in defining social 
identity rather than the barangay to which people belong. Moreover, as the people who 
violate the rules also belong to barangay Dibuluan, they should be equally informed about 
the fish sanctuary. Two hypothesis apply here: or these people are not informed about the 
fish sanctuary at all, due to a complete lack of communication at the address of the barangay 
council; or these people know about the fish sanctuary but do not consider its rules and 
regulations compulsory. Although time limitations impeded us to interview the fishers in sitio 
Cadsalan, the second hypothesis seems plausible here, as no penalties have been fined to 
violators in the past eight years since the fish sanctuary’s establishment; and the sanctuary is 
only monitored twice a month.  
Monitoring the sanctuary is the responsibility of bantay sanctuwaryo Victorino 
Montanes who lives in Dunoy, another sitio of Dibuluan upstream of the fish sanctuary. As 
Dunoy has its own crocodile sanctuary in Dunoy Lake, Victorino Montanes is paid a 
500pesos per month by the LGU San Mariano to monitor the crocodile and fish sanctuary in 
the region. Officialy, Victorino is supposed to record violations to the barangay captain in 
Dibuluan proper, after which the captain should enforce the law and fine the applicable 
penalty. However, Victorino mentioned that in the course of the years he had caught only a 
few violators, who he had just given a first warning, instead of reporting it to the barangay 
captain. This lack of proper enforcement provides considerable grounds to believe that 
people continue fishing in and around the fish sanctuary. This view has been confirmed on 
our way to the fish sanctuary, when the barangay officials who accompanied us and who are 
moreover on good terms with Victorino, honestly admitted that they themselves once in a 
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while catch fish in the fish sanctuary, at times when Victorino is not around13. Although 
neither the barangay captain nor Victorino were informed about this, the barangay officials 
later justified this action by referring to my presence, because “for visitors, we can always 
make exceptions” (pers.comm. Tagapan, 2014). 
Despite the improper knowledge about the fish sanctuary, caused by a lack of 
communication and a weak enforcement of the rules and regulations, violations remain 
minimal mainly due to the location of the fish sanctuary and people’s profound fear for 
crocodiles. Furthermore, all respondents noticed that illegal fishing methods, although widely 
practiced in the past, currently are not used anymore.   
All of these circumstances provide good conditions for fish stocks to reproduce. 
However, only half of the respondents said having noticed an increase in fish stocks over the 
past ten years and hence assume that the fish sanctuary is effective nowadays. The 
remaining half of the respondents ascribe the decline in fish stocks to a steady increase in 
fishers as a result of a continuing growing population and does not think the fish sanctuary 
has overcome this issue to date.  Six respondents, including the barangay secretary and the 
bantay sanctuwaryo therefore propose to expand the fish sanctuary, to guarantee that 
increasing fish stocks can live up to a growing number of fishers downstream in the 
Catalangan River.   
It can be concluded that generally, the fish sanctuary in Dibuluan does not have a 
profound impact on fishers’ life, although we have to consider that based on this research 
this only applies to fishers living in sitio Villa Miranda. Almost half of the people that had 
knowledge about the existence of the fish sanctuary were convinced that the fish sanctuary 
is already effective in producing more fish, mainly because it’s location is relatively far away 
from the center of the barangay, so “not many people go there anyway” (pers. comm. 
anonymous, 2014).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  13	  And to match their words with deeds, half an hour later they served me and Marissa fresh fish, caught … within 
the fish sanctuary.	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4.1.2.	  Disulap	  	  
Disulap is the barangay situated closest to San Mariano town (8,2kilometres) of all 
barangays included in this study.  A tricycle (local taxi) and a banca (boat) to cross the 
Disabungan River easily brings you from the centre of San Mariano town to the barangay hall 
in about 20 minutes. With its 531 households, including the sitios, the barangay is amongst 
the largest ones in the municipality. It has a great majority of Ilocano-speaking people, and 
also relatively many Kalinga make up the population.  
Disulap’s fish 
sanctuary is located in the 
Disulap River that flows along 
the barangay. According to the 
original ordinance enacted in 
2006, the length of the fish 
sanctuary is 1,5 kilometres, 
with the upstream boundary in 
sitio Kapundulan and the 
downstream boundary in 
Disulap proper. The ordinance 
furthermore prohibits all 
fishing methods in the 
declared fish sanctuary. These 
clear descriptions and regulations are however further on in the ordinance contested by 
regulation four stating that “fishing is not allowed in the designated area, especially during 
mating season of the fish starting May to August, except during the patronal fiesta (annual 
celebration of the barangay)” and regulation five saying “Anyone who wants to go fishing 
inside the sanctuary has to wait for six months after the ordinance is approved” (ordinance 
fish sanctuary Disulap, 2006).  
Fishers in barangay Disulap are few and fish mainly for personal consumption. Two 
fishermen that go fishing more than three times a week are the only ones who are able to sell 
a part of their catch in the barangay. As barangay kagawad Yolanda Ramirez pointed out: 
“There’s no real need here for people to go fishing, as they can easily buy fish on the market 
in San Mariano or they buy fish from fishermen in San Mariano who come here every 
Monday to sell about 10 – 15 kilos of fish to Ma’am Melanie Castillo, who again sells it to the 
people” (pers. comm. Ramirez, 2014). The easy accessibility with San Mariano town thus 
explains why fishing, as a livelihood strategy is not considered imperative by most. Moreover, 
according to barangay kagawad Anita: “Since the ban on destructive fishing methods, few 
Picture 14: Fish sanctuary of barangay Disulap, along the Disulap 
River 
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materials are available for the fishers, and the ones that are available are expensive” (pers. 
comm. Anita, 2014). One fisherman said he uses a self-made pana, as his tabukol got 
damaged some time ago and buying a new one from the local salesman in barangay 
Alibadabad for 2600 pesos is too costly. Hence, the main method used in barangay Disulap 
is pana, sometimes with goggles, followed by sigay, tabukol and sayot (used only by few 
during rainy season). 
Fishers and barangay officials alike know about the existence of the fish sanctuary 
and mentioned that fishing in general is not allowed within the boundaries. Most could even 
detect the two boundaries due to the two billboards that were put up at both ends, until a 
typhoon in 2010 destroyed them completely. They had never been replaced. All people 
declared they were informed in the community assembly meetings, in which the existence 
and the rules of the fish sanctuary are reminded to the people every year.  
Despite a small percentage of fishers in barangay Disulap, there is a good monitoring 
system supervised by the kagawad on peace and order. Two to three times a week, he 
assigns one tanod to monitor the sanctuary at night. These are rather informal agreements 
between the kagawad and the respective tanod, to make sure that not too many people are 
informed about who is going and when he’s going to monitor. The rotation system between 
12 tanods guarantees an equal distribution of the duties.  
Two times a year exemptions are made to the rules of the fish sanctuary: On sabado 
Gloria, the Saturday during the Holy Week and on the patronal fiesta in July, the barangay 
captain gives permission to use legal fishing methods inside the boundaries of the fish 
sanctuary. The catch is said to be equally shared among the residents of the barangay and 
the visitors during the fiesta. This process is supervised by the barangay chief tanod and 
sometimes also by LGU-members (see later). Many of the respondents referred to the large 
amounts of fish that can be caught during these days in their approval of the fish sanctuary 
as ‘something good’.  
Violations do occur. According to Marcos Pascua who was barangay captain during 
the establishment of the fish sanctuary in 2006, seven violators under his jurisdiction 
immediately paid the appropriate penalty. We have no further evidence that approves or 
refutes this, as all other cases of violators that were mentioned by the respondents did not 
date back earlier than 2011. Since barangay captain Elisabeth Domingo who got elected in 
2010, some violators from different puroks (small subdivision in a barangay, even smaller 
than a sitio) belonging to barangay Disulap used legal methods inside the fish sanctuary. In 
2013 a team of three fishers used pana inside the fish sanctuary. Each of them paid the first 
offence of 500 pesos. In two other cases, the violators only got a promissory note and a 
warning; Among them, there were three female fishers who were fishing inside the 
boundaries at night, catching fish with their hands. The barangay captain decided to 
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humanize the law on this case and not to fine them a penalty, because according to her “they 
were not really illegal” (pers. comm. Domingo, 2014). Interesting is the case of a 14-year-old 
boy: he admitted he’s almost always fishing inside the fish sanctuary, adjacent to the 
boundary during day and night, driven by his experience that he “can catch much more 
inside the fish sanctuary” (pers. comm. anonymous, 2014). He knows that what he is doing is 
illegal but the boy said “as long as no one stops me I will continue catching fish inside the 
sanctuary” (pers. comm. anonymous, 2014). Although all barangay officials stated that all 
community members have the right to report violations and some fishers also confirmed that 
this is being communicated to them in the community assembly meetings, several fishers 
admitted they had seen violators in the past but did not dare to report them. This is an 
important recurring phenomenon: extensive family ties in the barangays to a great extent 
interrelate people with one another. Very often thus, violators are relatives and people do not 
want to betray them by reporting their violations. It is remarkable that all of the violators are 
barangay residents, however coming from different puroks and sitios. This is a huge 
difference with barangays in big stream, where violators are mainly outsiders.  
Notwithstanding a consequent monitoring system and good follow-up by the barangay 
captain to enforce the rules and regulations, there was great confusion and discrepancy 
among all barangay officials about two matters: the original ordinance and changes in the 
exact size of the fish sanctuary over the years. The original ordinance had been drafted in 
2006 but was not present in the barangay. However, the barangay secretary gave us a draft 
of a handwritten new ordinance declaring the same fish sanctuary, although now with a 
declared length of 1,600 metres instead of 1,500 metres. Later on in the LGU, the municipal 
secretary gave us two additional documents: a new ordinance from 2008, declaring the same 
fish sanctuary but signed by the new barangay council under barangay captain de Gollo; and 
a resolution signed in 2011 under Elisabeth Domingo. This resolution, according to the 
municipal secretary is additional to the original ordinance and declares an area of 500m in 
the already established fish sanctuary as ‘absolute no fishing zone’. In this strictly prohibited 
area, even during fiesta and sabado Gloria no fishing is allowed. No one in Disulap had 
mentioned this. Nevertheless, several people gave us different information about the length 
and how it had changed over time. Barangay captain Domingo again answered differently: 
according to her, in 2012 the fish sanctuary got divided in two different parts, each covering 
200 meter, with an area open to fishing in between. She said this arrangement had been 
approved in the barangay council, after complaints by fishers in the community assembly 
meeting that they had to go too far upstream to catch fish. However, none of the respondents 
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could confirm this14. Despite these obscurities regarding the size of the fish sanctuary, what 
did become clear was section five in the original ordinance stating that fishing inside the fish 
sanctuary has to be postponed until six months after the establishment: former barangay 
captain Marcos Pascua explained that this only applied to the 1,000 meter fish sanctuary that 
is opened on sabado Gloria and the barangay patronal fiesta, whereas the remaining 500 
metre is a strict non-take zone.  
Upon asking whether the fish sanctuary yields benefits to the people, respondents 
gave varying answers: “it is important to preserve the fish for our next generation” (pers. 
comm. Domingo, 2014), “it is good to preserve the fish so that we can catch a lot on sabado 
Gloria” (pers. comm. Umajam, 2014), “due to the fish sanctuary we can catch more and 
bigger species” (pers. comm. Luzano, 2014), “the fish sanctuary is needed to increase the 
fish stocks, because population is growing and more people go fishing nowadays than 10 
years ago” (pers. comm. Pascua, 2014). All of the respondents listing benefits moreover 
noticed that the fish sanctuary is nowadays effective in producing more and bigger fish 
species. The kagawad on peace and order and occasional fisher exemplified this: “Since a 
few years, I can catch Golden. It has been impossible to catch Golden in the Disulap River 
for many years” (pers. comm. Domingo, 2014). One fisher, Jessy Torrez, however 
contradicted all of this, saying that the fish sanctuary area restricts him in his fishing practices 
for there are fewer places for him to go fishing, and that moreover fish stocks nowadays are 
decreasing. Despite this strong counter-example and relatively many violators in the past, it 
can be concluded that the great majority (almost 80%) of the respondents believe that the 
fish sanctuary is working well.  
Whether the management or the rules concerning the fish sanctuary should be 
adapted in the future to improve fishing conditions, the majority suggested maintaining the 
sanctuary how it is managed nowadays.  
 
4.1.3.	  San	  José	  	   	  	  
Barangay San José lies slightly south of small-stream area, 17 kilometres away from 
San Mariano town. In recent years road improvements have established a good connection 
with San Mariano, which has effected daily transportation by one to three jeepneys (open 
vans) between the centre of the barangay and the municipal town. With 2,701 inhabitants, 
dispersed across several sitios and puroks but with the largest share living in San José 
proper, the barangay is the second largest in terms of population, with only Minanga (the 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14
 A second interview with Elisabeth Domingo was aimed for to reflect on these findings, but our appointment had 
to be cancelled due to illness at her side.  
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adjacent barangay of San Mariano town) doing better. Most people living in San José are 
Ilocano or Ibanag. Kalinga make up almost 10% of the population. 
San José’s fish sanctuary flows through the barangay, starting from the intersection of 
Ditaly Creek and San José River (or Dimalasug River) flowing downstream the San José 
River up to purok #02, “ACC proper”, according to the ordinance enacted in 2006. In this 1,5 
kilometres fish sanctuary, all fishing methods are prohibited, as well as throwing garbage or 
any waste materials within the buffer 
zone, the river banks and even upstream 
of the fish sanctuary. Equally, washing 
chemical spraying equipment and 
containers in the fish sanctuary is not 
allowed. According to the ordinance, the 
first offence for violations of any kind 
amounts to 500pesos, second offence 
1,000pesos and the third offence results 
in imprisonment in accordance with the 
discretion of court.  
 
 
Although in San José the original 
ordinance could not been found, almost all 
respondents knew about the size and the exact 
boundaries of the fish sanctuary and were 
informed that fishing, irrespective the methods, is 
not allowed inside. The son of a barangay 
kagawad was the only exception: as he always 
goes fishing not in the river but in a private fish 
pond and his father moreover never passes on 
the information communicated in the assembly 
meeting, he was uninformed about the fish 
sanctuary. Two billboards indicated the two 
boundaries in the past. A few years ago, a 
typhoon destroyed one of these; the other 
billboard is still standing, and since our visit in the 
Picture 16: billboard at upper boundary of 
the fish sanctuary in San José 
Picture 15: walk along the fish sanctuary with one 
barangay tanod. Upper boundary: junction Ditaly Creek 
and San José River  
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barangay also visible again15. Besides the rules and regulations that are mentioned in the 
ordinance, the billboard also explicitly states that “illegal fishing methods and hunting 
crocodiles is prohibited by the Wildlife Act (9147) and the Philippine Fisheries Code of 1998”. 
The fact that illegal methods are prohibited also outside the boundaries of the fish 
sanctuary was well known among most of the respondents. Only two fishers had no idea 
about this law (and many more were not informed that this is in accordance to a national law) 
and one barangay kagawad said no methods in general are allowed in the whole river, 
referring to the fish ponds as the only potential areas to catch fish. Except for the information 
given by the barangay kagawad – which does not conform with any other information 
gathered in the barangay – the knowledge or lack of knowledge about the fish sanctuary 
among barangay residents can again be attributed to the communication in the barangay 
assembly meeting. On the two general assembly meetings and several emergency meetings 
throughout the year, in the past 60 to 70% of the households were represented by one or 
more household member(s). Current barangay captain Florentino Buñao wants to augment 
that percentage by fining a penalty or imposing community service for non-attendants. 
According to him, “it’s important that community members show up, so that we can inform 
them about what is going on and what is important in the barangay” (pers. comm. Buñao, 
2014). Besides, barangay captain Florentino Buñao is also very strictly implementing rules 
and regulations of existing ordinances compared to his predecessor. Thereby, he considers it 
essential to communicate his intentions very clearly in the community assembly meeting. The 
fish sanctuary is a very good example: In the first week of January, two violators (one fisher 
using kuryente outside the boundaries but inside the crocodile sanctuary that is established 
in Diwagden – a sitio of San José - and one fisher that was using chemicals inside the 
sanctuary) both reported each other to the barangay council, upon which both were called at 
the barangay hall. They immediately had to write a promissory note in which they declared 
they would pay the corresponding 500pesos penalty by the time they would have the 
necessary amount of money. One week later, this incident had been communicated in the 
barangay assembly meeting, as a warning to the residents not to go fishing inside the fish 
sanctuary and not to use any destructive fishing methods. Given that our interviews in San 
José were conducted shortly after this meeting, this also explains the awareness and to a 
great extent the correct knowledge about the fish sanctuary.  Most respondents consequently 
referred to the case of the two violators in January when asked whether they had seen 
people violating the rules in the past. However, some mentioned previous cases, and all of 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  15	  On the second morning of our visit, the barangay captain promised us to appoint a barangay tanod to 
accompany us to the fish sanctuary and to show us the upstream billboard in the afternoon. Upon arrival at the 
billboard, freshly-cut grassess and branches were covering the surface around the billboard. The barangay 
captain had dictated the barangay tanod to clean up the area in the morning, as the billboard was completely 
overgrown by vegetation and therefore not visible anymore.  
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these pointed out that no measures had been taken to stop them. Two explanations were 
given: or the people themselves saw their own relatives violating the rules and did not want 
to report them, or they blamed the general weak implementation of ordinances under the 
administration of the former barangay captain Manuel Ramirez.  
Manuel Ramirez himself confirmed this to a certain extent. First of all he affirmed that 
many people when seeing violators, although they know they have the right to report them, 
remain silent to not offend their friends and relatives. His rather weak implementation in 
fining penalties was justified as follows: “… it [the fish sanctuary] was not effective [during his 
administration] because there were many violators. But some of them just really needed the 
fish, they were too poor go to the market and buy it over there. So it would not have been 
nice to impose penalties to these poor people, that is why I mainly gave warnings. In the 
meantime, I have tried my best to request the establishment of more fishponds in the 
barangay, so that people that are banned from the river to fish can still continue fishing in 
fishponds. I requested it to Sir Jerome who was responsible in the LGU for the committee on 
environment by that time, but the decision on such things lies with the chief executive (the 
municipal mayor) and he was not very keen on that, so not much importance was given to 
my idea. I wanted to establish these fishponds based on complaints from fishers and also 
drawing on my own experience. I felt that it was needed, it was my responsibility to help 
these poor fishers” (pers. comm. Ramirez, 2014). This weak implementation that was 
referred to by many was thus a strategic humanizing-the-law approach, motivated by the will 
to not further impoverish already poor people. In the end of the interview, he pointed out that 
the approach of the current barangay captain in which he strictly implements the ordinances 
is not bad either, cause “the use of illegal methods should really be stopped” (pers. comm. 
Ramirez, 2014). 
Despite a stricter implementation 
with Florentino Buñao as barangay captain, 
the monitoring system remained 
unchanged: in the past as well as today 
barangay tanods monitor both the barangay 
and the fish sanctuary two times a week, 
during night and day. A rotation system is 
used, and the barangay chief tanod is 
responsible for drawing up the monitoring 
schedules in collaboration with the 
barangay captain. When the barangay 
tanods or other barangay officials see 
Picture 17: Inter-purok basketball tournament, 
organised by the barangay captain 
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someone using illegal methods, those would be confiscated by the barangay and the case 
would be send to the municipal police.  
The new barangay captain Florentino Buñao is furthermore very active in the 
barangay and wants to implement several social and infrastructural projects in his three-year 
term as barangay captain. He is very much involved with the community members in 
numerous activities that are organised during weekends in and around the barangay hall and 
he wants to invest the money from the barangay fund (that includes among others the 
penalties paid by violators) to construct a road between San José proper and sitio Diwagden, 
to provide better accessibility to the market in San Mariano for the people living in this sitio. 
Concerning the fish sanctuary, the captain is strictly implementing the rules and regulations, 
but during the time of the research, he said he would give permission to open the fish 
sanctuary on sabado Gloria, to check whether the fish sanctuary is effective in producing 
more fish and with the intention to share the catch among residents of the barangay. This 
had only happened once in the past with the former barangay captain. 
Eight fishers declared they could catch more fish in the past, that is more than 10 
years ago. Most referred to the growing population and the consequent growing competition 
amongst fishers as the main cause for declining fish stocks nowadays.  Two also mentioned 
that the use of illegal methods produced a much larger catch in the past compared with the 
catch possible with legal methods nowadays. Two other fishers said fish catches have not 
changed over the years. All of the respondents, including the barangay officials like the fish 
sanctuary “because it is a place for the fish to reproduce” which according to five 
respondents is necessary for the next generation (“Our kids should have the same 
knowledge of different species as we have today.” (pers. comm. Pascua, 2014)), and 
according to others this should preferably lead to fishes with a bigger size to be shard with 
visitors. The chief tanod mentioned that the fish sanctuary, and especially a good 
implementation of the rules is good for the barangay members, as it forces people to respect 
the rules and regulations which in turn benefits the people and ensures a good reproduction 
of the fish.  
Eleven respondents think the fish sanctuary is effective nowadays, notwithstanding 
the weak implementation during the former administration. Three respondents think it’s only 
the starting period for the fish sanctuary nowadays, but they have good hopes for the future. 
Finally, four respondents did not have an opinion. To further increase effectiveness 
respondents recommended maintaining the management of the fish sanctuary, three 
suggested to expand the area declared as fish sanctuary and one barangay kagawad even 
proposed that catching small fish anywhere in the river should be prohibited. Four people 
stated that a strict implementation of the ordinance should be continued, and one fisher 
emphasized the need for everybody to report when they see violators.  
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4.1.4.	  Libertad	  	  	  
Barangay Libertad is located south of small stream area, and only half an hour hiking 
east from the Ilaguen River. 212 households make up a population of 1,095, dispersed 
across Libertad proper (including several puroks) and sitio Dinuman, which is located one 
hour hiking away from Libertad proper. The road to Libertad from San Mariano town is fairly 
accessible for jeepneys, motors and cars. Hence, every day throughout the year one jeepney 
is going to San Mariano town, in an alternation system with six jeepney-drivers. This makes 
the barangay a good departure site for community residents from other adjacent barangays 
across the river. Given that no or poor transportation is provided due to inaccessible roads 
from these barangays during rainy season, many people hike (including crossing the river 
multiple times) to barangay Libertad in the morning to take the 26 kilometers trip to San 
Mariano town.   Libertad is a highly mixed barangay in terms of ethnicities. Ilocano’s prevail, 
but they are quickly followed by a large Ifugao-speaking community. Also considerable large 
percentages of the population in Libertad are Ibanag and Kalinga and although not included 
in the 2009 survey on household population by ethnicity, some Agta-families also inhabit the 
area (pers. comm. Bayaona, 2014).    
The ordinance for the fish sanctuary in Libertad was enacted in 2008, under barangay 
captain Rudy Bayaona, who to date still leads the barangay. The ordinance clearly states the 
two boundaries of the fish sanctuary in Disalug Creek: from sitio Maguiang up to the waterfall 
of sitio Dinuman, a length “of about” three kilometers (Ordinance fish sanctuary Libertad, 
2008). Fishing inside the fish sanctuary is strictly prohibited and violators will be fined a 
penalty of 500pesos. The ordinance in the end also clearly states that “it shall take effect […] 
and after proper information dissemination to the constituents of this Barangay […]” 
(ordinance fish sanctuary Libertad, 2008).  
Most fishers in Libertad have 
their own farms (or work as paid 
laborers) and therefore go fishing 
but occasionally. Half of the 
respondents usually go fishing once 
or twice a week, one fisher goes 
every night, and the others go two to 
three times a month. For people 
living in Libertad proper, the 
relatively close Dipadikalai River or 
the further located Ilaguen River) are 
the most popular fishing areas Picture 18:  fish sanctuary of barangay Libertad: downstream boundary at sitio Maguiang, in Disalug Creek 
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(“Cause there is bigger fish over there” (pers. Comm. Herman, 2014)), whereas fishers in 
sitio Dinuman choose to fish in the Digusi River that flows close to the sitio. Pana is the main 
fishing method, closely followed by tabukol and sigay. Two of the ten fishers sell a part of 
their catch (if they catch enough) to neighbors and friends.  
Despite the absence of the 
original ordinance in the 
barangay, all barangay officials 
were informed about the size and 
the rules of the fish sanctuary. 
This accounts only for half of the 
fishers. Of the other half, one 
fisher thinks that legal fishing 
methods are allowed inside the 
sanctuary, the other four had 
never even heard about the fish 
sanctuary. Four out of these five 
ignorant respondents do not 
attend community assembly meetings themselves, because another household member is 
usually present. The discrepancy between people that do have knowledge about the fish 
sanctuary and people who are ignorant can thus again significantly be attributed to 
attendance or non-attendance at the barangay assembly meeting that is organized twice a 
year (not including the emergency assembly meetings). According to the barangay captain, 
and confirmed by many, the fish sanctuary and the fact that illegal fishing is prohibited 
anywhere in rivers or creeks according to the national law, is communicated and reminded to 
the people in every regular assembly meeting. Barangay officials organize these meetings 
both in Libertad proper and in sitio Dinuman. However, although the barangay captain stated 
that also during meetings in sitio Dinuman the fish sanctuary is recalled, the barangay 
secretary contradicted this saying that people in the sitio are not informed at all. According to 
her, they have never informed the people in the sitio about the fish sanctuary, based on the 
fact that all fishers in the sitio prefer to go to the Digusi River instead of the Disalug Creek, 
both because it’s closer and a much more suitable area for fishing. This has been confirmed 
in an interview with a fisher from sitio Dinuman after a community assembly meeting in the 
morning that I was fortunate enough to attend (and in which, obviously, the fish sanctuary 
had been discussed): “I have heard about the fish sanctuary this morning for the first time” 
(pers. comm. Fernando, 2014).  
Upon reflecting with the barangay captain on the last day of our stay about this 
considerable large ignorance of the fish sanctuary among community members, he 
Picture 19 : Barangay assembly meeting in barangay Libertad 
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confirmed that it is a real problem in the barangay that too many households do not show up 
in community assembly meetings. In the community assembly meeting I joined during my 
stay, the barangay council was therefore democratically deliberating with the community 
members on what would be considered a fair penalty for non-present households in the 
following community assembly meetings.  
The lack of knowledge about the fish sanctuary among half of the respondents is not 
noticeably affecting the proper functioning of the fish sanctuary, not even since the two 
billboards at both ends have been destroyed by a typhoon in 2010. As the Disalug Creek in 
which the sanctuary is established is a small, deep creek with bushy and steep riverbanks, it 
is not a suitable place for fishing. One of the fishers that was uninformed about the fish 
sanctuary noted: “I once went fishing in the Disalug Creek and I did not catch a lot, the place 
is too small. So I never went back there” (pers. comm. Quilang, 2014). Another uninformed 
fisher said he would not go there because he is afraid of crocodiles that might roam around 
in the creek. According to the barangay captain, these physical features are the exact reason 
why the fish sanctuary had been declared in that creek, as it has the natural conditions to 
effectively preserve fish stocks and is not threated by human intrusions.  
Hence, violations mentioned were few. Nine of the ten fishers had never seen or 
heard about anyone fishing inside the fish sanctuary. The one remaining fisher said that one 
of his companions sometimes goes there secretly, but has never been caught. Three 
barangay officials referred to one recent case of violators: a group of fishers from barangay 
Cataguing (a barangay adjacent to San Mariano town), who came to barangay Libertad in 
October of 2013 to fish in the Dipadikalai River with kuryente. As residents from Libertad had 
reported their presence to the barangay captain, on their way back the latter stopped the 
violators and confiscated their gear and catch. According to the barangay captain, he did not 
fine them a penalty but only gave a warning “because they pleaded it’s their way of living” 
(pers. comm. Bayaona, 2014). Furthermore, the barangay captain said he is well aware of 
the fact that also residents from barangay Libertad continue to use illegal methods such as 
kuryente in the Dipadikalai river, but according to him “they had never been caught on the 
spot, so what can we do about it?” (pers. comm. Bayaona, 2014).  
A monitoring system for the fish sanctuary is non-existent in Libertad. Residents living 
in sitio Maguiang, close to the fish sanctuary, are expected to report violators. If they would 
do so, then the same day tanods would be sent to the fish sanctuary to monitor. This has to 
date not been the case yet. 
Seven out of 10 fishers reported that their catch was much bigger in the past 
compared to now due to an increasing population and changing weather conditions (“In the 
past, I could catch eel. Now not anymore, because summers became too hot and rainy 
season is too cold now” (pers. comm. Pascual, 2014) whereas the other three did not notice 
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any changes. Of the fishers that were informed about the fish sanctuary, the majority thinks 
the fish sanctuary is effective in producing more fish, one fisher admitted he had honestly no 
idea because the never goes to the fish sanctuary, and the others said they believe it will be 
effective in the near future. The barangay captain says he knows it is effective nowadays (“I 
saw it lately with my own eyes” (pers. comm. Bayaona, 2014)) but he does not think there 
has already occurred a spill-over effect in adjacent areas. To accelerate this process, he 
therefore plans to extend the fish sanctuary with another four kilometers, upstream and 
closer to sitio Dinuman. This, he said, would be an agenda topic for the next community 
assembly meeting.  
To ensure an increase in fish stocks in the future, in order for the community and 
essentially the next generation to benefit, respondents proposed several recommendations: 
A stricter implementation and enforcement of the rules, especially with regard to outsiders 
should go hand in hand with an already existing but largely failing monitoring system in which 
everybody should report violators. One barangay official and two fishers consider it 
necessary to appoint one monitoring guard who would get paid to monitor on a daily base. 
Three further remarkable recommendations made by fishers were these: (1) “Barangay 
officials should provide other sources of income so that no one goes fishing in the fish 
sanctuary and beyond. In that way, the fish can grow in size and number and in the 
meantime, people can buy fish in market with the income from that other livelihood. When 
fish stocks have increased enough, the barangay captain can decide to open the area for 
fishing again” (pers. comm. Quilang, 2014). (2) “It is necessary that the next barangay 
captain also continues to enforce the rules and regulations” (pers. comm. Pascual, 2014) and 
(3) “There should be more development in the area: agencies should provide us more 
fingerlings to be released in the fish sanctuary” (pers. comm. Samuel, 2014). The others all 
suggested to maintain temporary management practices of the fish sanctuary in the future.  
Due to the strategic location of the fish sanctuary in a deep and bushy creek that is 
not suitable for fishing, the fish sanctuary is generally believed to be effective, despite a lack 
of knowledge about it among a substantial share of fishers. A more urgent problem, 
perceived by barangay officials and fishers alike, are violators – both outsiders and 
community residents - using kuryente in the Dipadikalai River.  
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4.1.5.	  Del	  Pilar	  	  
Del Pilar is located along the Disabungan River, south of small stream, 23,5 
kilometers away from the municipal town. Of the 1,691 inhabitants, slightly less than two third 
are Ilocano, with a second dominant ethnicity being Ifugao (nearly one third of the 
population). The 11 jeepneys that are home to barangay Del Pilar drive on a daily base to 
San Mariano town in a rotation system, both during dry and rainy season. Despite the rather 
long distance, the relatively good road to town provides favorable conditions for everyone to 
go to San Mariano on a weekly base.  
 The ordinance of the fish sanctuary in Del Pilar was enacted in 2006 and declares a 
portion of 1 kilometer in the Amisan Creek as a non-take zone “for proper conservation and 
protection of all aquatic animals specially crocodiles” (Ordinance fish sanctuary Del Pilar, 
2006). According to the ordinance, the fish sanctuary starts at the first water fall up to the 
gate of barangay captain Jose Wanol and is a revision of an earlier ordinance declaring the 
same portion as sustainable fishing ground. Billboards were placed at both ends of the fish 
sanctuary as well as in the school site. The latter one 
was destroyed by a typhoon, but the other two 
billboards are still present.  
 
 By the time of the research, barangay captain Jersel Wanol was fulfilling his third term 
as barangay captain. His father, Jose Wanol was barangay captain during the enactment of 
the fish sanctuary. Both were well informed about the rules as stated in the ordinance, and 
the ban on illegal fishing in all Philippine water bodies as stated in the Fisheries Code. 
According to the barangay captain, violations with illegal methods in the Amisan Creek and in 
the Disabungan River occur frequently, about three times a month. “Some residents of Del 
Picture 20: Billbaord at upper boundary of fish sanctuary 
in barangay Del Pilar: Amisan Creek Picture 21: Fish sanctuary in barangay Del 
Pilar: Amisan Creek 
	   64	  
Pilar are hardheaded and go fishing with kuryente at night” (pers. comm. Wanol, 2014). 
However, the barangay captain did not noticeably distinguish between violations within the 
borders of the fish sanctuary and violations with illegal methods outside the sanctuary. 
Moreover, he is informed about these violations mainly through rumors. According to him, not 
everybody reports violations, and those who do usually report in the morning. This is usually 
too late to catch the violators on the spot.  
Barangay tanods do not monitor the fish sanctuary regularly, as “they need their time 
to harvest their fields as well” (pers. comm. Wanol, 2014). Moreover, the captain also 
mentioned the snakes in the fish sanctuary and the threat of the NPA16 to justify the fact that 
tanods do not monitor the fish sanctuary at night. Despite all this, they did monitor the 
sanctuary in the past: three days a week, during the course of one month when fingerlings 
were released in the fish sanctuary in 2012.  
Only two times violators could be stopped: In 2012 outsiders from Cataguing got 
confiscated their kuryente and were given a warning not to do it again. In 2013, residents 
from the barangay were using kuryente at night. The barangay captain did not fine any 
penalties, neither confiscated their gear; he only gave them a warning. Under the former 
jurisdiction, no cases of violators occurred at all. The former barangay captain Jose Wanol 
even claimed that according to the ordinance, the first time a violator is caught, he or she 
should be given a warning only and penalties can be fined only if the act is repeated.    
According to the current captain, fishing in Del Pilar is not a popular livelihood 
strategy. Fishers are really few in number, and only practice fishing as an additional source 
of nutrition for their families. Those fishers generally do not fish in the fish sanctuary. They 
prefer to fish downstream the Amisan Creek, outside the boundaries of the fish sanctuary, 
and in the Disabungan River, respectively because it has a closer distance to the center of 
the barangay and because fish stocks are higher in the river compared to the creek. This is 
also what the barangay captain referred to upon justifying why the rules and regulations are 
hardly ever reminded to the residents in community assembly meetings. In the past (only 
when fingerlings were released and barangay tanods monitored during one month) the fish 
sanctuary was mentioned in the barangay assembly meeting. Ever since, it has never been 
repeated.  
The above is clearly reflected in the knowledge about the fish sanctuary among 
fishers. Of the three fishers interviewed, none was informed about the existence of the 
sanctuary. However, all of them knew that illegal fishing is prohibited, as the latter is regularly 
been reminded in community assembly meetings.  One of the fishers upon asking told he 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16
 New Peoples Army: Communist rebels in the area. Also due to their presence in the area, it was especially 
important for me to explain to respondents that I was an independent researcher, not having anything to with the 
NPA.  
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once unconsciously went fishing inside the Amisan Creek within the boundaries of what is 
declared as the fish sanctuary. As after half a day of fishing he only had a very small yield, 
he decided to go fishing in the Disabungan River instead of the creek. All fishers declared 
their catch was much bigger in the past compared to now. Two of them mentioned an 
increase in the number of fishermen to clarify this change: “There are many fishermen now, 
mainly from other barangays. They catch a lot of fish, in their place but also here, and they 
come here to sell it. For example twice a month five fishermen from barangay Gangalan 
come to our barangay to sell their fish catch” (pers. comm. Baraccio, 2014). Although all 
fishers mentioned a decline in fish stocks compared to 10 years ago, captain Jersel Wanol 
and his father Jose Wanol were both convinced that stocks are increasing again as a result 
of the fish sanctuary. According to them, fishers in their barangay are able to catch a lot due 
to the spill-over effects, despite a failed attempt to request a number of fingerlings at the LGU 
in 2013.  
 
4.1.6.	  Macayu-­‐cayu	  	  	  
Barangay Macayu-cayu is located along the Ilaguen River, 18 kilometres south of San 
Mariano. With 759 inhabitants Macayu-cayu is the smallest barangay in terms of population 
of all barangays included in this study. The vast majority of the residents is Ibanag, slightly 
less than one in four is Kalinga, and there are small numbers of Ilocano, Tagalog and Agta 
residents as well. Transportation to San Mariano town goes on a daily base, during summer 
in a jeepney rotation system, in rainy season only with 6 by 6’s (large trailer trucks). Fishing 
is practiced by slightly more than 
10% of the population, of which 
only about 10 fishers depend on it 
as their main source of living. 
Those people all live in purok 1, 
the closest place near the river.  
Comparable to other barangays, 
the remaining fishers go once or 
twice a week, depending on the 
work on their farms and the 
weather.  
 
 
 
Picture 22: Barangay captain with two barangay officials 
discussing the fish sanctuary, barangay Macayu-cayu 
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The one kilometre long fish sanctuary in Macayu-cayu was declared in 2006, under 
the jurisdiction of the former barangay captain Floriano Dichoso. With the two boundaries 
being ferry to barangay Paninan (Binagguang) and Nalbugen (the curve), a large part of the 
Ilaguen River passing through Macayu-cayu’s village area is included as fish sanctuary area. 
In this area, according to the ordinance, all kind of illegal methods are prohibited and 
violators are fined a penalty of 500pesos for each violation.  
Although everybody is well informed about the existence and the size of the fish 
sanctuary, opinions vary greatly about the rules and regulations17. Some stated that fishing 
inside the declared fish sanctuary with legal methods is allowed only with permission of the 
barangay captain, that is when visitors visit the barangay, during two days in the Holy Week 
and on the patronal fiesta. The former barangay secretary claimed that fishing with legal 
methods is always allowed during rainy season, when the river is high. Only the former 
barangay captain, under whom the fish sanctuary got declared still remembered the rules as 
they had been formally written down in the ordinance: only illegal methods are prohibited, 
legal methods can be used.  
Likewise, fishers were confused about it: half of them claimed that legal methods can 
be used anytime of the year without permission, whereas the other half claimed to need a 
permission of the captain, which can only be granted on special occasions. The 
incongruence between what is believed and what is written in the ordinance can be attributed 
to a loss of the original ordinance in combination with the change in barangay council. 
According to fishers, in community-assembly meetings in the past as well as with the new 
barangay captain, barangay officials have always reminded the residents about the fish 
sanctuary but they remain rather vague about the use of legal methods inside the 
boundaries. This is comprehensible, as they do not know what is written in the ordinance 
concerning legal methods themselves. However, it is clear that the current barangay captain 
favours a complete closure of the fish sanctuary. Upon confronting the barangay with the 
great confusion about those methods in the barangay, he promised to make a new ordinance 
with the new barangay council, in which all methods would be prohibited, both for outsiders 
and barangay residents.  
The barangay captain moreover promised to adapt the monitoring system, which until 
the time of the research was part of the duties of the barangay tanods, who monitor both the 
barangay and the fish sanctuary every Saturday and Sunday night. As the barangay captain 
himself said: “The tanods do not monitor the sanctuary every night, so of course fishers 
sometimes fish inside the fish sanctuary during the week, with legal methods only” 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  17	  What had started as an interview with the barangay captain and the barangay secretary ended up in an 
informal group discussion in which several more barangay officials en residents joined. Opinions from barangay 
officials were generally approved by the majority of the people who joined the discussion, even though opinions 
stated were often contradictory to what had been claimed before by someone else.  
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(pers.comm. Pascaran, 2014). Although he had mentioned this while laughing, the barangay 
captain seemed to take his involvement with the fish sanctuary pretty serious and showed a 
resolute willingness to improve the management of the fish sanctuary in the near future and 
to communicate it clearer in the community assembly meetings.  
Except for the confusion about what counts as a violation by residents using legal 
methods inside, other violations by outsiders are minimal. Only once, in 2008 a violator from 
the adjacent barangay Ueg on the other side of the Ilaguen River was caught in the Ilaguen 
River with bungbong. According to the national law, the case had been reported to the PNP 
in San Mariano. “Other cases have never occurred” (pers.comm. Dichoso, 2014). This has 
been confirmed by the current barangay captain and all interviewed fishers: “We regularly 
see outsiders in the Ilaguen River but they just pass by” (pers.comm. Tagao, 2014). 
“Outsiders are afraid to be reported to the PNP, because according to the Fisheries Code 
that was stated on the billboards, they would be automatically reported to the PNP” 
(pers.comm Dichoso, 2014). Outsiders were said to be informed about this rule as it was 
stated on the billboards that were placed at both ends of the fish sanctuary until 2012. A 
typhoon in that year destroyed one billboard, while the other had purposefully been taken 
down in advance. The latter has been left untouched since 2012 at a house of a fisherman, 
near the river.  
The vast majority considers 
the fish sanctuary to be effective 
and even notices a spill-over effect 
in the adjacent parts of the river. 
The barangay officials 
corroborated their argument by 
referring to the exception on the 
use of bungbong that was allowed 
once in 2010 in order to check 
whether fish stocks were 
multiplying within the fish 
sanctuary. According to them, the 
2 sacks of fish catch that day 
serve as the incontrovertible prove for an effective fish sanctuary. The barangay captain 
however claimed he would include in the new ordinance that no such exceptions can ever be 
made in the future again, as such practices can quickly reverse the fish sanctuary’s 
effectiveness by killing all fingerlings.   	  	  
Picture 23: Barangay officials showing the billboard that was 
purposefully taken down in 2012, barangay Macayu-cayu 
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4.1.7.	  Ibujan	  	  
Barangay Ibujan is located south of Macayu-cayu, with the Ilaguen River flowing 
almost around the entire barangay. The majority of the 910 residents in Ibujan is Kalinga, 
followed by Ibanag, Ilocano and very small percentage of Tagalog.   
In the original ordinance of the fish sanctuary that is enacted in 2008 two fish 
sanctuaries are declared: a part of the Dimadigit Creek and a part of the Diamallig Creek, up 
to the ferry between Ibujan and Paninan. However, these two declared parts form one fish 
sanctuary that encloses nearly the entire length of the Ilaguen River flowing through Ibujan’s 
territory. The approved version of the ordinance by the LGU differs further in several sections 
compared to the original version drafted in the barangay. This means that the LGU, in 2008 
apparently corrected the ordinance, e.g. by prohibiting the exception on fishing during special 
occasions and more clearly formulating that all fishing methods are prohibited in the declared 
sanctuary. It became clear throughout our stay that in general the corrections made by the 
LGU were largely ignored in the implementation of the fish sanctuary. Together with the 
approval of the fish sanctuary, in 2008 two billboards were placed at both ends of the fish 
sanctuary but they got destroyed in a typhoon in 2010.  
Although at first the 
ordinance was said not to be 
present in the barangay, later it 
became clear that the previous 
barangay secretary – who besides 
still functions as barangay kagawad 
in the barangay – had the ordinance 
at her place. The current barangay 
secretary had blamed the previous 
one for not being willing to pass on 
all files and ordinances to her, 
whereas the previous barangay 
secretary renounced this saying 
that she had never been asked to pass on the files. This example is characteristic for findings 
in general in Ibujan: everybody seemed to defend his side of the story, which was very often 
in contradiction with what the next respondent would state.  
Fishing as a livelihood strategy is slightly more important in Ibujan compared to 
barangays in small stream area, although percentages of fishers compared to farmers 
remain substantially small: responses varied between 10 to 20 % of the population that goes 
fishing, of whom nearly everyone does subsistence fishing, although some households 
Picture 24: Fisher using pana right outside the downstream 
boundary at ferry Paninan: barangay Ibujan 
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choose to exchange a part of their catch with rice. According to barangay officials, only 2 % 
of the population is believed to go fishing as their main source of income. Most of the 
respondents go to the river for fishing one to two times a week, some go fishing a few times 
a month and one respondent said to go every night and day. Big-meshed sigay is the most 
popular fishing method, followed by pana with goggles and baniid. One fisher uses a patupak 
(hanging net), which he leaves overnight in the river while he is sleeping. In general, kering-
kering, a long wooden pole with metal ornaments attached to it, is used in addition to chase 
the fish in the direction of the sigay.  
Barangay officials and fishers were all informed about the existence of the fish 
sanctuary, and likewise could all point out the two boundaries. However, there was great 
discrepancy about the rules of the fish sanctuary: although the ordinance states that fishing 
regardless the methods is prohibited in the declared fish sanctuary, less than half of the 
barangay officials are convinced that legal methods can be used inside the fish sanctuary 
only by community residents, whereas for fishers more than half think legal methods are 
allowed to everybody. Moreover, three fishers were not familiar with the ban on illegal 
methods anywhere in rivers and creeks. In accordance to the original ordinance – which was 
disapproved by the LGU - everybody mentioned that there is an exception to the rules of the 
fish sanctuary on the patronal fiesta and whenever visitors come to the barangay. However, 
as some of the barangay officials stated that only legal methods can be used on these 
occasions, some respondents declared that in 2010 the barangay captain allowed the use of 
bungbong to catch fish within the boundaries on the patronal fiesta.18  
Upon reflecting about these discrepancies in respondent’s knowledge with the 
barangay chief tanod and two barangay kagawads on our way to the fish sanctuary, their 
cynical answers clearly indicated that –at least part of – the barangay council members are 
poking fun at the rules and regulations regarding the fish sanctuary and do not take the 
purpose of the fish sanctuary serious. A case in point here is the statement of one of the 
barangay kagawads during the trip to the fish sanctuary. He said that 30% of community 
residents fish inside with legal methods only after permission of the barangay captain but that 
he himself is sometimes going without permission.  
Violations to the rules and regulations of the fish sanctuary are plentiful, yet not by 
community residents. Notwithstanding varying knowledge on the rules and regulations of the 
fish sanctuary, respondents are convinced that all barangay residents respect the rules of the 
fish sanctuary and that the only threats to the fish sanctuary are violators coming from other 
barangays. Plenty of cases were mentioned about daily or weekly violators from barangay 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  18	  Even more confusion and conflicting information was encountered here: some barangay officials stated that on 
this day all community residents get permission to go fishing inside the sanctuary, whereas others told us that 
only barangay officials can catch fish within the boundaries. 	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Cataguing. These fishers usually go upstream the Ilaguen River to go fishing with kuryente 
and sigay in an open fishing area belonging to another municipality, but on their way back 
continue fishing to increase their catch. Although these fishermen are informed about the fish 
sanctuary in Ibujan (and other barangays with fish sanctuaries along the Ilaguen River), their 
boats give them the opportunity to fish inside fish sanctuaries and flee whenever barangay 
tanods or other residents see them. Besides, according to some barangay officials, these 
fishermen have guns, which frightens and disempowers the barangay tanods or reporters 
completely to take action against them. Only in a few cases in the past, violators were 
stopped, reported at the barangay council and got fined a penalty with corresponding 
confiscation of their gear as a consequence. 
Notwithstanding the general powerlessness of barangay tanods to take immediate 
action against violators, a fixed monitoring system is preserved: barangay tanods together 
with the barangay kagawad on peace and order monitor the barangay and the fish sanctuary 
three times a week at night. They monitor in pairs, out of fear for the violators with guns. 
Although they always report violations to the barangay council in the morning, everybody is 
convinced that nothing can be done to stop them.   
Is the fish sanctuary in Ibujan effective despite the numerous violators from other 
barangays? All but one respondent confirmed it is and the same question in the focus group 
discussion was also replied to with a common outspoken “yes”. Some fishers experienced an 
increase in fish stocks at first hand: “Since last year August, I really experience a bigger 
catch than before when I went fishing in the sanctuary with pana” (pers. comm. Siringan J, 
2014); others notice multiplying stocks at times when they cross the river (midway the fish 
sanctuary) on their way to Libertad: “When I take the banca, I can see many tilapia playing 
beneath the surface” (pers. comm. Siringan G, 2014). Nine out of 10 fishers also notice a 
spill-over effect. Fisher and barangay tanod Ben (pers. comm., 2014) says: “I can catch 
much more now with my sigay, just outside the boundaries, than I could two years ago. And I 
see the tilapia playing when I walk along the fish sanctuary when monitoring”. All barangay 
officials approved that. One fisher did not experience a spill-over effect yet. Common opinion 
named the following increasing species: Siling, Kurilaw, Tilapia, Golden, and Dugong. Bukto, 
Dalupani and Lillipan are said to be decreasing and native Tilapia became extinct in the past 
years.  
In the ideal future, all fishers want even larger fish stocks. Some referred to their duty 
to leave these stocks to the next generation, others - including barangay officials - hope that 
a stricter implementation now will cause the opening of the fish sanctuary for the use of legal 
methods in the near future. No more need to buy fish on the market is what is strived for.  
In order to make this happen, respondents postulated varying recommendations: 
“The new barangay captain should continue to protect and remind the people, also outsiders, 
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about the fish sanctuary” (pers. comm. Siringan G, 2014); “Illegal methods from outsiders 
should be confiscated immediately. A daily monitoring of the fish sanctuary would be a good 
idea” (pers. comm. Siringan R, 2014); “Warnings should not be given, violators have to be 
fined a 500pesos penalty immediately” (pers. comm. Gollajan, 2014); and “Everybody should 
really report when they see violators” (pers. comm. Tagao & Siringan J, 2014). Among 
barangay officials, different recommendations were made: “We should release more 
fingerlings, cause fish will move upstream and downstream and therefore cause a spill-over 
effect” (pers. comm. Zipagan, 2014); “We cannot do much, the responsibility to take action 
lies with the LGU so they should stop the outsiders. In our barangay, we can only make 
minor changes” (pers. comm. Castañeda, 2014) and “There should be a fish sanctuary in 
Cataguing” (pers. comm. Jiminez, 2014).19 
In general, the conflicting knowledge among community residents about the fish 
sanctuary in addition with plenty of violators from outside the barangay do not withhold the 
residents to perceive in increase in fish stocks due to the effectiveness of the fish sanctuary, 
both inside the sanctuary and outside the boundaries of the fish sanctuary.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  19	  These last two recommendations were further examined during interviews at the LGU and during the visit in 
barangay Cataguing.  
Picture 25: barangay kagawad and barangay chief 
tanod showing the fish catch after the fishing trip to 
the fish sanctuary (sole comparison between catch  
within and outside the boundaries)    
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Textbox 1: Focus group discussion in Ibujan  
 	  	  	  	  
During the focus group discussion, some important topics were discussed: first of all, the 
barangay captain clearly stated that, and that is in accordance with the ordinance, no 
fishing methods are allowed inside the sanctuary at all. The 30% of the residents who 
sometimes catch fish within the boundaries (see earlier), were said to do that on the fiesta 
only, under supervision of barangay officials. Participating fishers in the group discussion 
confirmed this. The reflection upon the problem of the outsider violators resulted in a 
discussion to improve their monitoring system (from three times a week at night towards 
every night during three hours) and the request of additional equipment at the LGU to 
make the monitoring process more effective: a motorboat, radio icons, raincoats and boots. 
Moreover, barangay officials stressed that they would communicate again to barangay 
members in the next barangay assembly meeting that every single individual has the right 
to report violators to the barangay council according to the Fisheries Code under national 
law. However, fisherman Mellano Gollajan made a very typifying comment here: “violators 
start to suspect me to be the reporter, because I am living very close to the river. I lately 
started to become afraid to report, although I have been doing it plenty of times in the past. 
I am afraid that violators will be angry with me… and you know, they have guns…” (pers. 
comm. Gollajan, 2014). Moreover, the barangay captain decided to request new billboards 
at the LGU to place at both boundaries of the fish sanctuary. Finally, after a long-lasting 
discussion, the majority of the participants chose to ban the use of dynamite during fiesta in 
the future: during special occasions (e.g. on the patronal fiesta and at times when visitors 
come to the barangay) only the use of legal methods will be allowed in the fish sanctuary. 
Overall, despite the rather cynical words about the fish sanctuary by the barangay 
kagawads mentioned earlier, most of the participants in the focus group discussion 
seemed to take the fish sanctuary seriously and were willing to resume their management 
procedures with the aim to improve human benefits that can be derived from it. Therefore, 
a general positive mood could be felt afterwards. It has to be considered that, despite the 
interesting discussion between fishers and barangay officials and the many informal 
promises this had brought about, nothing had been formally signed or declared. The 
barangay captain pointed out in the end of the focus group discussions that they would 
take the topics of discussion to the next barangay council meeting, where formal decisions 
would be made.  	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4.1.8.	  Buyasan	  	  
Barangay Buyasan is located south of barangay Ibujan further upstream the Ilaguen 
River. With 867 residents in 2013, Buyasan is comparable in size to barangay Ibujan, but the 
population is dispersed across 5 sitios that are scattered relatively far away in the area. Also 
here, the majority of the population is Kalinga, followed by Ibanag and Ilocano according to 
the household population survey by mother tongue and ethnicity (LGU San Mariano, 2013). 
The barangay captain himself said that the vast majority in the barangay is Ilocano, with 
fewer than 30% Kalinga inhabitants. Due to very bad roads, in rainy season only motors and 
a cargo-truck (of which the barangay captain is the owner) can reach San Mariano town, 
26,5kilometers northwards. By the time of the research, the LGU was working on 
infrastructure improvements with a bulldozer, to make roads accessible in summer. The 
barangay captain, Danilo Caronan was elected in 2010 and re-elected in 2013. As during 
rainy season, the cargo-truck does not have the capacity to bring crops of all farmers in 
Buyasan to the market in San Mariano - and the barangay captain gives preference to 
transfer his own harvested crops from the 15 hectares of corn and the five hectares of 
cassava -, many inhabitants are obliged to wait until summertime to bring their dried crops to 
San Mariano by jeepneys, which by then run on a daily base. Compared to other barangays 
included in the study, the dissimilarities in life standards in Buyasan are very high: the 
barangay captain is clearly one of the richest men in the area, while a great share of the 
residents are considerably poorer than residents in adjacent barangays.   
Barangay Buyasan did not have an ordinance declaring a fish sanctuary; neither did 
the LGU or the Mabuwaya Foundation. However, as the Mabuwaya Foundation had  
organised a seminar in barangay Buyasan in 2006 and 2008 and barangay officials in Ibujan 
told us barangay Buyasan did have its own fish sanctuary, it was decided to include Buyasan 
in this study. As no rules or regulations nor the boundaries of the fish sanctuary are formally 
written down, we had to rely solely on respondents’ opinion to gather information regarding 
the fish sanctuary.  
According to all respondents, the fish sanctuary is established in the Ilaguen River, 
and is bounded by the natural boundaries of the Ilaguen River that demarcate Buyasan’s 
territory: Batuniwalang (referring to the steep, hollow rock rising up along the river) as the 
downstream boundary and Tagawan (boundary with barangay Cadsalan) as the upstream 
boundary. Everybody was informed that illegal methods are strictly prohibited inside the fish 
sanctuary and some also mentioned the ban on illegal methods even outside the declared 
fish sanctuary. Legal methods were commonly said to be allowed, although some said that 
these legal methods could only be used by residents of the barangay, whereas others are 
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convinced that even fishers from other barangays can fish inside their sanctuary with legal 
methods.   
Another exception is the strictly prohibited 
fishing zone that is situated between the two 
rapids at sitio Bulawan, where the barangay 
captain and nine other households live. In this 
200 metres zone, fishing regardless the methods 
is not allowed, although the son of the barangay 
captain and barangay kagawad who 
accompanied us to the river stated that pana is 
sometimes used in this strictly no-take zone. 
Everyone knew that on the fiesta as well as on 
sabado Gloria (the latter mentioned by one 
kagawad only), bungbong and other legal 
methods can be used both in the strictly 
prohibited zone as in the other parts of Buyasan’s 
fish sanctuary.   
There was large confusion about the first establishment of the fish sanctuary. 
Answers on the question when respondents had first heard about the fish sanctuary in their 
barangay ranged from 2002 to 2010. Most of the respondents referred to the administration 
of barangay captain Tercita Opiana, between 2007 and 2010. Several barangay officials 
moreover mentioned having signed an ordinance in the past, but no one knew if it had ever 
been sent to the LGU and what had happened with it afterwards. A fisherman that was 
barangay kagawad between 2000 and 2005 had two unused billboards at his house that 
were given by the Mabuwaya Foundation in 2006.   
The need to establish a fish sanctuary in barangay Buyasan was much more explicitly 
related to the distance and bad infrastructure to San Mariano town and the consequent poor 
life standards than anywhere else: “Life standards in barangay Buyasan differ greatly. Poor 
people cannot afford to buy fish on the market, because it is too far and too expensive. In 
rainy season, it is even impossible to go to the market for these people because they do not 
have their own motor. The fish sanctuary should increase fish stocks so that everybody in 
Buyasan can catch their own fish, either for personal consumption or to sell it in the 
barangay” (pers. comm. Maneha, 2014).  
Fishers in Buyasan make up about 15 to 20 % of the population. More than in other 
barangays, several fishers go fishing every day (and often even night), instead of farming. All 
five households of the further upstream-located sitio Dilatngan fish as their main source of 
income, and sell their catch during the day in the other sitios of the barangay. In other sitios, 
Picture 26: 200 metres strictly no-take zone at 
sitio Bulawan in barangay Buyasan 
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some fishermen and women are solely depending on fishing as well, although the majority 
allocated equal importance to farming and fishing, or go fishing only for additional nutrition. 
Sigay is the main fishing method used in the barangay, followed by pana with goggles and 
tabukol or baniid. Tilapia, Kurilao, Golden, Dalag, Ikan and Dugong are the main species 
caught by residents in the Ilaguen River.  
Community residents do not violate the rules of the fish sanctuary, but violators from 
other barangays are manifold. Recent cases of violators from barangay Cataguing and Ueg 
who were fishing inside the fish sanctuary with kuryente and dynamite were mentioned. Only 
once, one week before our visit in the barangay, the barangay council was able to file seven 
names of violators. However, as they had not been “caught on act20”, their equipment could 
not be confiscated. The barangay kagawad on peace and order was still settling the case to 
fine the correct penalty when we left the barangay. Similar to the situation in barangay 
Ibujan, in all other cases the outsiders could easily escape with their boats whenever a 
community resident saw them violating the rules from the shore. The same threats to the fish 
sanctuary in barangay Ibujan thus apply here as well.  
Barangay tanods and the barangay kagawad on peace and order only monitor the 
fish sanctuary after reports from residents. As the week before our research visit violators 
had been caught, every night before our visit the fish sanctuary had been monitored.  
 
Textbox 2: Focus group discussion in Buyasan  
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 This is an expression that is used by community residents themselves. 
In the focus group discussion organised on the last morning of our stay, it was decided to 
stop the use of bungbong during the fiesta and sabado Gloria in the future. Besides, the 
participants also decided to adapt the penalty system: both for outsiders and residents an 
immediate penalty of 1000pesos will be fined if caught on act in the future instead of the 
informal rule of a 500pesos penalty for first offence. Moreover, the two unused billboards 
were said to be repainted and placed at both sides of the fish sanctuary, mentioning the 
new penalty system. In that way, violators would be frightened off, as an immediate penalty 
of 1000pesos is a substantial large amount of money in the barangays. Furthermore, as 
the informal rules and regulations regarding Buyasan’s fish sanctuary actually coincide with 
the Fisheries Code prohibiting illegal methods in all rivers and creeks in the Philippines, a 
new fish sanctuary was said to be declared in the former strictly prohibited zone in which 
no fishing would be allowed at all. Outside these two new boundaries then, the national law 
on illegal fishing methods would continue to be implemented. After the focus group 
discussion, in their weekly barangay council meeting, this newly declared fish sanctuary 
had been drafted in an ordinance with signatures of all barangay officials. 
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Most barangay officials and three in four fishers notice that the fish sanctuary, 
regardless the many violators, is effective in producing more fish. The other fourth is 
convinced it is not working at all, because illegal methods are not controlled properly. One 
barangay official mentioned that it is not effective yet, but that It will be in the future if a strict 
enforcement is maintained. 
All respondents believe that in the future, the fish sanctuary should produce even 
much larger fish supplies, to preserve fish for the next generation and to eliminate the need 
to go to the market in San Mariano town to buy fish. Therefore, half of the fishers suggested 
really everybody should warn outsiders when they see them and report them at the barangay 
hall. Some also proposed a better monitoring schedule: barangay tanods should monitor the 
fish sanctuary every night. One barangay official said that all cases with illegal fishing 
methods should be consequently reported at the PNP in San Mariano, and the other 
barangay officials concluded that in general a better implementation of the rules and the 
regulations is needed. 	  
4.1.9.	  Tappa	  	  
Barangay Tappa is located along the junction where the Dicamay River flows into the 
Ilaguen River, slightly north of barangay Dicamay (see later). The 32,2 kilometres distance to 
San Mariano town explains why transportation and market links are established mainly 
between Tappa and Cauayan town instead of San Mariano town. Cauayan is a relatively 
large city in Isabela province, situated along the Pan-Philippine highway, south-west of San 
Mariano. The first half of the three-hour jeepney trip to Cauayan town the road is in very poor 
condition. This restricts daily transportation facilities to summertime only, and necessitates 
people to hike to the closely located barangay Dicamay if they want to reach Cauayan town 
during rainy season.  
Ethnicity rates in Tappa vary significantly from most barangays included in this study. 
Of the 926 inhabitants, more than 500 are Kalinga, followed by high percentages of Ifugao 
people. Ilocano and Ibanag, representing the largest share in population in other barangays, 
make up only slightly more than 10% of the population in Tappa. The barangay captain, 
Alfredo Jiminez has a second residence along the way to Cauayan town in barangay 
Villaconcepcion, which explains why he is frequently absent21. Similar to other barangay 
captains in big stream barangays, Alfredo Jiminez is relatively rich, owning several cars, 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  21	  This was the case during the time of our visit too. However, we managed to meet the barangay captain on the 
way back to Cauayan, in his second residence. Moreover, during the visit in Tappa, I fell sick, which explains why 
only six fishermen could be interviewed, and only four barangay officials, instead of the aimed 10 and five.  
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jeepneys and trucks. He served as barangay captain 11 years (the maximum number of 
terms) until 2007, after which the torch was passed on to Nelson Pauig. However, in 2010 
Alfredo Jiminez was re-elected and at the time of the research, he was in charge for his 
second consecutive term again. In the barangay, lots of rumours could be heard on the 
streets, and from several interviews with barangay officials it could be detected that there 
was large dissension between members of the barangay council: some were favouring the 
current barangay captain Jiminez and others had vainly attempted to get Nelson Pauig back 
in the seat of barangay captain. The latter were moreover blamed by the former for not taking 
the responsibilities to carry out their duties as barangay kagawads. Apparently, this disunity 
affects the whole barangay, as even in the far-away sitio Pili-Pili, people uttered their 
dissatisfaction with the barangay council. All of this might explain why it was very 
inconvenient to obtain a coherent story about the fish sanctuary. Confusion and incongruent 
information about the fish sanctuary were huge in Tappa.  
According to the original ordinance, Tappa’s fish sanctuary was declared in 2006 in 
the Ilaguen River, with the two boundaries referred to in coordinates. No length or concrete 
boundary place names are mentioned in the ordinance. In the fish sanctuary, destructive 
fishing methods and the dumping of garbage are strictly prohibited, with the main purpose to 
preserve the freshwater crocodile and other wetland resources. Violators risk a fine of 
respectively 500pesos and 1000pesos for a first and second violation of the rules.  
 
The ordinance was not present in the barangay. As no place names are stated in the 
ordinance to indicate the two boundaries, it could not be checked for whether respondents 
referred to the correct boundaries when asked about the size. However, it is plausible to take 
the opinion of the former barangay captain, Nelson Pauig, for granted, as he was barangay 
captain shortly after the establishment of the fish sanctuary and according to many 
Picture 28: sailing down a part of 
Tappa’s fish sanctuary with 
barangay kagawad Nelson Pauig 
Picture 27: a blank billboard, at the crossing of the river. 
According to Nelson Pauig, this is the upper boundary of the 
fish sanctuary 
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respondents, he was strictly enforcing rules and regulations. While accompanying us on the 
walk along the fish sanctuary, Nelson Pauig appointed the two boundaries: the upstream 
boundary at Tipahan (Kalinga for crossing the river) in the Dicamay River, at the centre of the 
barangay, and the other boundary 200 meter further upstream the Ilaguen River, until 
Amahingan.  He showed us the billboards (3 were still standing, of which only one was 
readable), which declared a combined fish and crocodile sanctuary between the two afore-
mentioned boundaries. According to Nelson Pauig, this combined sanctuary had been 
declared and the billboards had been put up after a resolution to the original ordinance in 
2009. He further pointed out that in the declared fish sanctuary, no fishing is allowed, with the 
exception on the use of legal fishing methods on special occasions with permission of the 
barangay captain. Although two other barangay officials mentioned the same two boundaries 
as Nelson Pauig, the barangay captain himself said not to remember this fish sanctuary. He 
himself mentioned the existence of another fish sanctuary, declared in 2009 completely in 
the Ilaguen River. Three in four fishers were not even informed about the fish sanctuary in 
the Dicamay River. Most of them however referred to again another ordinance, that prohibits 
illegal fishing in the whole of the Ilaguen River, declared in barangay Tappa in 2011. The 
barangay secretary had showed us this copy. Of those who did know about the fish 
sanctuary between the boundaries stated by Nelson Pauig, there was great confusion about 
the allowed and prohibited methods, and whether or not stricter rules apply for outsiders. 
Luis Baquiran, the Ifugao barangay kagawad who hosted us during our stay, said the 
following: “In Tappa, many people are Kalinga, and that is why they do not take ordinances 
serious. They probably laugh with it when you interviewed them, or they just said something. 
It’s because they do not want to see that our rivers are important as a source of living. They 
only think about today, not tomorrow, so they do not understand why we should preserve the 
resources in the river. For example, also the ordinance prohibiting illegal methods in the 
Ilaguen River is not even taken serious by several barangay kagawads. So how should we 
expect the people to respect the ordinance if not even barangay kagawads show the good 
example?” (pers. comm. Baquiran, 2014).  
Fishing is practiced by more or less 20% of the population on a weekly base. Nelson 
Pauig however asserted that about half of the population goes fishing once in a while, 
besides farming. The large majority fishes for personal consumption, although often 
surpluses are being sold. Only a handful of cases in the barangay are said to fish as a main 
occupation. Both the Dicamay River and the Ilaguen River are preferred as fishing areas, 
and some of the respondents also regularly fish inside the declared fish sanctuary, because 
according to them they are allowed to. Several fishers fishing in the Ilaguen River leave the 
barangay with their boats to fish in the open area, upstream of Tappa. Hereby, they often use 
illegal methods themselves, as it is believed in the open area of Tappa the latter can be used 
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without being fined a penalty. This is incongruent with the national law prohibiting illegal 
fishing anywhere, but as this fishing area does not belong to any political local unit and is 
moreover located too far for the LGU to monitor, the place is being overfished due to large-
scale destructive fishing methods.  
A monitoring schedule was upheld during the time Nelson Pauig was barangay 
captain, but this has not been maintained after elections in 2010. This should not come as a 
surprise, as the current barangay captain was unaware of the fish sanctuary as described by 
Nelson Pauig. Several respondents moreover claimed that law enforcement was much 
stricter with Nelson Pauig compared to Alfredo Jiminez as barangay captain.  
Violations, therefore, occur frequently. Residents of barangay Tappa in general are 
believed to respect the ban on illegal fishing methods, although the barangay secretary 
admitted he is aware not everyone is complying with those rules. The incongruent knowledge 
among respondents about which methods are allowed and which are not might play a role in 
this. However, almost everyone has witnessed outsiders fishing in the Ilaguen River –some 
even saw them fishing in the declared fish sanctuary area – with illegal fishing methods. 
They are perceived as a real threat to the functioning of their fish sanctuary. However the 
barangay captain is poorly enforcing the rules against them and fishers in general feel 
powerless to do something. One fisher noted: “Ofcourse I see them, the violators from 
Cataguing. I see them every night. Sometimes they just pass by, sometimes they fish inside 
the Ilaguen River in Tappa with illegal methods. But I do not report them. Why would I? 
Everybody sees them fishing. And besides, even if I would report, barangay officials do not 
take action. They see the violators themselves with their own eyes as well (pers.comm. 
anonym, 2014).  
Important to note here is again the confusion between what is understood as the fish 
sanctuary. Most respondents referred to violators using these illegal methods in the Ilaguen 
River, on their way back to barangay Cataguing. Few mentioned real cases of violators in the 
(largest) part of the fish sanctuary in the Dicamay River. Probably this clarifies why two in 
three of the fishers that were informed about the existence of this fish sanctuary declared 
they believe their fish sanctuary is already effective nowadays in yielding higher fish stocks. 
Barangay officials were less enthusiastic: one in two says the violators are posing too much 
of a threat to the fish sanctuary to be effective. One mentioned that despite the violators fish 
stocks have started to slowly increase. All of them are aware though that the violators should 
be stopped, but no one takes real action. The barangay captain, Alfredo Jiminez was 
exceptionally positive about the results of the fish sanctuary: according to him, fish stocks in 
the past years have multiplied largely, and the community is already benefitting.  
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Upon asking how management processes could be improved in the future, answers 
varied greatly among barangay officials: “A new ordinance should be made so that the newly 
elected barangay council knows about the rules and regulations again, cause that is not yet 
the case” (pers.comm. Carabaccan, 2014); “We need a better monitoring system, a better 
implementation of the rules, and for all of that, first of all we need a new ordinance” 
(pers.comm. Pauig, 2014); “There should be a better cooperation between the council and 
the residents. They should report more to us, they have the right to do so” (pers.comm. 
Calagui, 2014); “We need a specific monitoring guard, who controls the sanctuary day and 
night. This should not be done by the tanods anymore” (pers.comm. Jiminez, 2014). Fishers 
on their turn gave different answers: “The barangay officials should take action, cause they 
just keep on violating and us, the residents, can not do anything, we do not have the power” 
(pers.comm. Lagui, 2014) and “Outsiders should be much better informed about our fish 
sanctuary and illegal fishing in the Ilaguen River. But it is impossible to do something, for 
example enforcing rules, outside the jurisdiction of our barangay and that will always affect 
the fish here as well” (pers.comm. Felix, 2014). 	  
 
	  
	  
	  	  
 
Picture 29: Saying bye to the Ifugao-respondents in sitio Pili-Pili, barangay Tappa  
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4.1.10.	  Dicamay	  	  
 
Dicamay is the most southern barangay in the municipality San Mariano. With its 41,5 
kilometres distance from San Mariano town on inaccessible roads throughout most of the 
year, the barangay also has a much better connection with Cauayan town. Seven 6 by 6’s, 
four busses and 3 jeepneys rotate daily to bring people and crops to the market in 
Cauayuan, partly on unpaved dirt roads, partly on concrete roads. The barangay has 1,558 
inhabitants, the majority being Ilocano, followed by Ibanag and slightly less than 10% 
Kalinga. Notwithstanding the far-away distances to San Mariano town and Cauayan town, 
residents in Dicamay are quite mobile: many residents have their own small shops, of which 
the bulk has been purchased in the market in Cauayan. This contributes to the fact that 
people in Dicamay in general are wealthier than the residents of other barangay in big 
stream, who have very poor access to the market in San Mariano. The difference in wealth is 
especially tangible in the number of motors or other vehicles inhabitants possess and the 
considerably larger, often concrete houses.  
Dicamay’s fish sanctuary was declared in 2008: a 2.5 kilometres fish sanctuary in the 
Dicamay river from sitio Ngadngad, passing through the centre of the barangay all the way 
down to Dappalin at purok 1. Equal to the ordinance in barangay Disulap, the sections in the 
ordinance from Dicamay are quite confusing.  
Although the first sections 
prohibit both legal and illegal methods 
inside the boundaries, section four 
states that fishing is “especially 
prohibited during the breeding period of 
the fish from May to August, although 
exceptions can apply for community 
emergency needs” (Ordinance fish 
sanctuary Dicamay, 2008). Section five 
declares that residents can harvest fish 
in the fish sanctuary six months after 
the approval of the ordinance.  
 
The ordinance seemed not to be present in the barangay at first. The barangay 
secretary was informed about the rules but did not have the ordinance on paper. He 
furthermore states that this causes a big problem in the barangay, as it is impossible to 
correctly inform their residents without the barangay council having the rules and regulations 
formally written on paper. Upon interviewing the former barangay secretary who is still 
Picture 30: Marissa, one barangay tanod and one kagawad  
drawing a map of barangay Dicamay and its fish 
sanctuary, at the lower boundary of the fish sanctuary 
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barangay kagawad, he immediately showed us the original ordinance which he had at his 
place. He had never passed it on to the current barangay secretary.  
Due to the relatively high mobility and several side-income projects such as backyard 
gardening, fishing is not considered as a very important livelihood strategy in Dicamay. The 
main purpose for fishing for the 10 to 20 % of fishermen among the residents is personal 
consumption, although nearly all fishers said that if they are lucky enough to catch a lot, they 
sometimes sell the surplus. All fishers interviewed go fishing once or twice a week, most of 
them using sigay or panna. Some fishers go to the slightly further located Ilaguen River to 
catch fish, but the majority fishes in the Dicamay River closeby. Although almost all of them 
think legal methods can be used inside the sanctuary, most of the fishers prefer to fish just 
outside the upstream or downstream boundaries.  
Notwithstanding a total fishing ban according to the ordinance, nearly all fishers are 
convinced that legal fishing methods can be used within the boundaries. Furthermore, half of 
the fishers think that illegal methods such as bungbong and kuryente can be used in creeks. 
Barangay officials22 were better informed: only one respondent said that legal methods can 
be used within the boundaries and only for personal consumption. All other barangay officials 
noted that legal and illegal methods alike are prohibited, although three out of four mentioned 
that despite this rule, many fishers continue to fish with legal methods inside the sanctuary. 
All of the barangay officials were furthermore aware of the national law, prohibiting illegal 
methods in all rivers and creeks of the Philippines.  
The lack of accurate 
knowledge among residents can 
again be attributed to improper 
communication during community 
assembly meetings. Although 
several barangay officials pointed 
out that the fish sanctuary is being 
reminded to residents in community 
assembly meetings – and this has 
been confirmed by some fishers -, 
the barangay secretary clearly 
indicated that no concrete, adequate 
rules are being passed on to the people, because the barangay officials do not rely on the 
formal ordinance for correct information. Furthermore, no penalties have been filed ever 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  22	  The barangay captain of Dicamay could not be interviewed, as he had obligations outside the boundary during 
the time of our visit. We got permission to overnight at his house, which is always inhabited and guarded by the 
family of a barangay tanod when the family of the barangay captain is absent.  
Picture 31: Interview with fisherman in Dicamay 
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since the establishment of the fish sanctuary. According to the barangay secretary (Martin, 
pers. comm, 2014): “Illegal fishermen simply ignore what is said in the community assembly 
meetings, cause they do not get any concrete information and they have no idea really about 
the penalty system because it has never been enacted in the past. People in general in our 
barangay are badly informed.”  
The lack of proper knowledge about the rules and regulations causes a wide variety 
of opinions on violations of the fish sanctuary: in general, violators from Dicamay as well as 
outsiders do occur frequently, although very often according to common sense they are not 
perceived as violators. Many fishermen stated that outsiders often fish inside the creeks of 
Dicamay with kuryente while others pointed out that both residents and outsiders regularly 
fish inside the fish sanctuary with sigay. None of them considers these acts as violations. 
The minority that perceived these acts as illegal did not report the violators, as the latter had 
not been caught on the spot or because they were afraid to betray relatives.  
Even the knowledge about the monitoring system of the fish sanctuary differed 
greatly: two of the barangay officials said there was no fixed monitoring schedule, that tanods 
would only monitor the place after reports had been addressed at the barangay captain or 
barangay kagawads. However, as no one reports, this had never happened in the past. Two 
other barangay officials declared that a group of tanods monitors the sanctuary one to three 
times a week, although they do not have an arranged schedule for that. The barangay 
secretary honestly admitted he had no idea about the monitoring system, as no one had ever 
informed him about this.  
 
Textbox 3: Focus group discussion in Dicamay  
 
By organizing a focus group discussion on the last day of our stay in the barangay, 
it was strived for to clarify the ambiguous information we had gathered throughout the 
research in the barangay the preceding days. This objective has largely failed: no real 
discussion to improve their system took place: all participants basically stuck to their 
argument and repeated it over and over again. Moreover, fishers kept remarkably silent 
during the focus group discussion, despite the numerous efforts of Marissa to encourage 
them to speak up.  Several barangay officials were even unwilling to amend the confusing 
sections in the ordinance, despite its urgency pointed out by the barangay secretary. The 
only thing, which had been clarified towards the fishers was the total ban on illegal 
methods according to the national Fisheries Code, even within creeks. All other topics that 
were covered in the focus group discussion were finalized with the promise to re-discuss 
them in the next barangay council meeting, together with the barangay captain (who was 
absent during our focus group discussion).   
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The majority of the fishers have perceived a decline in fish stocks in the past 10 
years. Most of them attribute this to a steady growing population and hence an increasing 
number of fishermen. They all consider the fish sanctuary as a good opportunity to help 
increase fish stocks to guarantee sufficient supplies during special occasions when visitors 
come to the barangay. The barangay captain then always gives permission to fish inside the 
fish sanctuary. Only one fisherman noted that the fish sanctuary is good for their own 
families, as additional nutrition to rice and vegetables. Barangay officials alike support the 
fish sanctuary, as it is necessary to preserve fish for the future of their residents.  
Six out of eight fishermen believe the fish sanctuary is effective nowadays. They 
hereby referred both to the size and the number of fish that can be caught again. Half of 
them even notice a spill-over effect already. The two other fishermen perceive the violators 
as obstructions to the effectiveness of the fish sanctuary and hope that in the future, 
something will be done against them. Three barangay officials also believe the fish sanctuary 
is effective, whereas two barangay officials think the opposite. In the focus group discussion, 
the effectiveness of the fish sanctuary had been commonly affirmed. 
As the ideal future some fishers suggest that all people should respect the rules of the 
fish sanctuary, both residents from the barangay as well as outsiders. Even larger stocks and 
bigger fish is what is aimed for. Barangay officials confirmed this and the barangay secretary 
added that increasing supplies could benefit the residents, both in terms of nutrition and as 
an additional income-generating livelihood strategy. To realize this future, fishers proposed 
that everybody should report and that the rules should be implemented and enforced much 
stricter by the barangay council. Two said they do not hold the power to change anything and 
that all cards are always played by the barangay council, regardless the residents. The 
barangay officials had quite diverse opinions on what could be changed in the future. 
Releasing fingerlings was suggested by the first barangay kagawad. The barangay secretary 
focused on communication: he emphasized the need to better inform their residents about 
the official rules and regulations and to call outsider barangay officials for dialogue in order to 
communicate to them the rules that apply to the rivers in and around Dicamay. Again another 
barangay kagawad suggested appointing a sanctuary guard who monitors the fish sanctuary 
day and night. According to him, one person or a group could perform that task and should 
be appointed by the LGU. The two remaining barangay officials do not consider any 
improvements to the management of the fish sanctuary necessary for fish stocks to keep on 
multiplying; according to them, maintaining the processes that are implemented nowadays 
suffice.  
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4.2.	  Quantitative	  analysis	  	  
4.2.1.	  Dependent	  variables:	  Success	  Measures	  	  
 Following Pollnac et al. (2001), four success measures and one composite success 
measure will be analyzed in relation to a number of independent variables categorized as 
social, political and economic contextual factors and (post)-project intervention factors. 
Significant correlations between these variables will be described. The implications of these 
results will be discussed afterwards.  
 
To define success, a multi-component approach has been adopted. As this research 
focuses on perceptions of people, community members’ perception of the sanctuary’s impact 
on the freshwater resources is a very important indicator for success. These perceptions 
might influence their behavior regarding the fish sanctuary (Pollnac et al., 2001).	   This 
success measure is based on the percentages of respondents who perceive an increase in 
fish stocks and/or an average larger size of certain fish species as a result of the fish 
sanctuary. This score will be referred to as resource perception (range = 0,52 – 1, mean = 
0,73, s.d. = 0,15) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4: Scores per barangay on the success measure “resource perception” 
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Another measure of success is defined as a set of features inherent to a functioning 
fish sanctuary (Pollnac et al., 2001). This second measure is based on (1) the presence of 
the original ordinance at the barangay, (2) a proper enforcement of the rules and regulations 
according to the ordinance, (3) billboards at the two boundaries and (4) an arranged 
monitoring schedule. Each of these features were assigned a score of “one” if the feature 
was present and “zero” if it was absent, except for the feature of billboards which in one 
single case got assigned a “zero point five” for the presence of one billboard. The mean of 
these four scores was calculated. It is important to note that, although a score of “zero” or 
“one” is chosen, nuances apply to the feature of enforcement: as mentioned in the qualitative 
analysis barangay officials are regularly not able to penalize violators because they do not 
catch violators on the spot or they purposefully decide to ‘humanize the law’ in exceptional 
cases. If besides these legitimate reasons the barangay captain enforces the rules and 
regulations in accordance to the ordinance, the barangay is assigned a score of “one” on this 
feature. As a comparison over time fell outside the scope of this research, only the 
administration of the most recent barangay captain had been taken into account to assign a 
score to the feature of law enforcement. This second success measure will from here on be 
referred to as management success  (range = 0,25 – 0,75, mean = 0,41, s.d. = 0,19).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5: Scores per barangay on the success measure “management success” 
	   87	  
A third measure of success is the compliance to the rules associated with the fish 
sanctuaries by residents of the barangay (Pollnac et al., 2001). This is not easy to measure 
as compliance to the rules greatly depends on the degree of strict enforcement. Moreover 
barangays in big stream are struggling with outsider fishermen who are continually violating 
the rules and regulations of the sanctuaries whereas barangays in small-stream do not face 
these threats. For this reason, the degree of compliance to the rules by outsiders has not 
been included in this measure; yet it will be included in the analysis as an independent 
variable. The barangays were ranked on a scale ranging from “zero” to “five” concerning the 
degree of compliance to the rules and were then divided by five. Based on the interviews, 
observations and - if applicable - the focus group meetings, Marissa and me discussed the 
issue until a consensus was reached. Compliance will be used hereafter (range = 0,40 – 
0,80, mean = 0,60, s.d. = 0,19). 
 
 Figure 6: Scores per barangay on the success measure “compliance” 
 
 
 
	   88	  
A final measure of success for community-conserved fish sanctuaries is the degree to 
which community members participate in the management to conserve their own resources 
(Pollnac et al., 2001). A score between “zero” and “five” has been assigned in a similar way 
as the measure compliance: based on observations, interviews and group discussions in the 
field with both barangay officials and community residents. This measure will be referred to 
as participation hereafter (range = 0,00 – 0,60, mean = 0,24, s.d. = 0,21).  
Figure 7: Scores per barangay on the success measure “participation” 
 
A successful community-conserved freshwater area is expected to manifest relatively 
high levels on all of the four aforementioned success measures. Therefore, a combined 
score of these four measures is wishful. In order to verify whether the four individual 
measures in fact do measure the same general construct and therefore can be combined in 
one score, the internal consistency has been measured using a reliability analysis. It is 
generally accepted (George & Mallery, 2003) that a Cronbach’s Alpha score	  0.6 ≤ α < 0.7 is 
acceptable, while a score of 0.7 ≤ α < 0.9 is good. The Cronbach’s Alpha based on the four 
success measures is significantly high enough (α  = .79) to work with a Composite Success 
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measure, which has been constructed as the mean of all four individual scores (range = 0,29 
– 0,67, mean = 0,4967, s.d. = 0,14).  
 Figure 8: Scores per barangay on the Composite Success measure 
 
Comparing all of the figures depicted above, in which a score of 1 indicated that the 
fish sanctuary attained a maximum score on the respective success measure, 0 meaning 
that the minimum score was ascribed to the success measure, the following can be 
concluded: barangay Del Pilar and Ibujan have exceptionally high scores on resource 
perception23, Ibujan and San José score high on management success; Buyasan, Del Pilar, 
Libertad and Macayu-cayu have a high score for compliance, and barangay San José scores 
exceptionally high on participation. Overall, San José has a composite success score of .64 
and has above average scores on all of its four success measures. Barangay Ibujan does 
even better with a composite success score of .67.  Ibujan has overall high above average 
scores for the first three success measures but a slightly below average score for 
participation. Those two barangays clearly have the most successful fish sanctuaries of all 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
23
 It should be considered however that the high score for barangay Del Pilar only reflects the opinions of the 
barangay captain and his father, the former captain, as no other respondents had ever heard about the fish 
sanctuary. The results of Del Pilar in that sense might be biased and should be interpreted carefully.   
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barangay included in this study, although it is clear by now that their success can be 
attributed differently. In the next chapter, the different underlying causes for success in 
different barangays and the consequent implications will be further discussed.  
Finally, the following table depicts descriptive results of all success measures 
including the composite success measure. On average, slightly less than half (.49) of all the 
fish sanctuaries included in this study are believed to be successful based on the composite 
success measure. Upon focusing on the separate success measures, resource perception is 
high; above average in all barangays with a mean score of .73. This indicates that almost 
three in four of the respondents believe that fish stocks are increasing again as a result of the 
fish sanctuary. Success management of the fish sanctuary scores below average, with a 
mean of .41. This is largely due to a missing ordinance in most barangays and the 
destruction of nearly all billboards that were once placed at both ends of all fish sanctuaries. 
Compliance has an average of .60, with a rather small range between the minimum (.40) and 
maximum (.80). This means that most of the community members do adhere to the rules of 
the fish sanctuary and believe that the majority in the barangay does as well. Community 
participation on the other hand is low, with an average of .24. While resource perception 
largely increases the overall composite success measure, participation clearly brings the 
overall success measure down. The fact that fishing is not a main livelihood strategy for the 
large majority of all fishers interviewed and that there are only small percentages of fishers 
among community residents in the barangays lies at the base here. The main exception, as 
can be seen in figure 7, is barangay San Jose, where participation is highest of all: 0.60. This 
is due to a very concerned barangay captain who strictly enforces the penalties according to 
the ordinance and in the meantime really encourages his people in the assembly meetings to 
preserve the fish stocks in the fish sanctuary by working together and reporting the violators. 
 
Table 4: Descriptive analysis of the four components of success and the composite success measure. 
 
 Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation  
Composite Success 
.29 .67 .4967 .14420 
 
Resource perception .52 1.00 .7343 .15004 
 
Features 
.25 .75 .4125 .18680  
Community 
Compliance 
.40 .80 .6000 .18856 
 
Community 
Empowerment 
.00 .60 .2400 .20656  
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4.2.2.	  Independent	  variables:	  predictor	  variables	  	  
 
In the literature, many factors are believed to be related to success in CCAs. The list 
of factors can be divided into two broad categories: contextual factors that include social, 
cultural, political and economic aspects of the lowest levels of political organization, and 
project factors that include project implementation and post-implementation activities. As no 
comprehensive studies have been conducted in community-conserved freshwater areas 
before, some of the factors suggested in MPAs will be included in this analysis on freshwater 
protected areas. However, as freshwater protected areas have specific features, additional 
factors that occurred during the research and might have potential relevance were included 
as independent variables as well. The impact of these factors on the different success 
components will be examined.  
 
4.2.2.1.	  Contextual	  variables	  	  
Several aspects of the physical environment and demography have been cited in the 
literature as factors possibly influencing success in community-based coastal resource 
management. (1) Barangay area and (2) distance to the urban centre (Crawford et al., 2000) 
might have an influence on the degree of government support, both on the local and on the 
municipal level. Barangays located further away from the urban centre and larger barangays 
might be more challenging to manage. Both measures are evaluated in (square) kilometres. 
Likewise, several authors (Pollnac et al., 2001) suggested (3) population size to have in 
impact on success. This will be measured by the number of households in each village, 
based on a population survey carried out by the municipality in 2013. (4) A perceived crisis to 
resources is also alleged to positively influence development of community participation in 
management (Pollnac et al., 2001). If people perceive a considerable decline in their fish 
catch, they might be more willing to actively collaborate with others to conserve their 
resources. This score was dichotomized, with a score of “one” meaning that the majority of 
the respondents in one barangay noted a considerable decline - which can not be attributed 
to a change in fishing methods or practices - in their fish catch over the past 10 to 20 years, 
and a score of “zero” meaning that no changes have been notified.  
Another socio-economic factor that is believed to contribute to success in community-
conservation projects is (5) cultural homogeneity (Crawford et al., 2000). The fact that it is 
easier to achieve consensus where a population is homogenous might be a plausible 
explanation here. Cultural homogeneity is measured as the number of different ethnicities 
residing in the barangay. Importance of fishing as an occupation compared to other 
occupations is another factor said to be related to success. It is believed that villages where 
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a large number of the population depends on fishing, people might be more incited to 
manage their resources. (6) Percentages of fishers are therefore included in the analysis.  
In terms of local governance, some have linked (7) the degree of democracy or 
authoritarianism to community-based resource management (Crawford et al., 2000). 
Different studies showed varying results, with some authors saying that less authoritarian led 
communities would be more successful, and others favouring the authoritarian power of a 
strong local leader. A score on a scale between “one” and “five” has been allocated, based 
on perceptions of informants about how much input they have in the processes of decision-
making in the barangay. Also (8) stability of local leadership has been linked in the literature 
to successful community-conservation projects (Pollnac et al., 2001). The number of 
barangay captains in office between 2005 (e.g. the earliest establishment of a fish sanctuary) 
and 2014 is used as a measure. Finally, (9) supportive local leadership might be linked to 
success as well. A supportive barangay captain can set an example and encourage his/her 
community residents to participate in the management of their resources. A dichotomous 
score with “one” meaning the current barangay captain is supportive of the community-
conserved fish sanctuary and “zero” meaning he is non-supportive of or indifferent to the 
project is used as an evaluation.  
In terms of general development, both (10) community development, based on a) 
quality of housing, b) services and c) infrastructure (Pollnac et al., 2001) and the degree of 
integration into the economic and political system, based on (11) a market component, (12) a 
transportation component, and (13) a communication component is suggested to influence to 
success in community-conservation. For community development, a score between “one” 
and “five” (low to high) has been assigned after data collection at each site. Following 
Pollnac (et al., 2001), the three components measuring economic and political integration are 
evaluated on a scale ranging from “zero” to “three” (respectively meaning no links – low links 
– medium links – high links).  
Correlations between these contextual variables and the measures of components of 
success, as well as the composite measure of success can be found in table 5.  
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Table 5: Correlations between contextual factors and components of success in community-conserved 
freshwater areas. 
 
Resource 
perception 
Management 
Success 
 
Compliance Participation 
Composite 
Success 
(1) Barangay area  -.537 -.274 -.656** -.277 -.542 
 (2) Number 
 of Households 
 
.110 .241 -.380 .319 .097 
(3) Distance  
urban center 
 
-.065 -.412 -.017 -.552* -.354 
       
(4) Perceived crisis  .255 -.169 .488 -.312 .059 
(5) Number 
of ethnicities 
 
-.598* -.403 -.456 -.354 -.562* 
(6) Percentage 
fishers 
 
.042 -.007 .000 -.142 -.042 
(7) Degree  
of democracy 
 
.353 .446 .569* .728** .683** 
(8)Stability  
local leadership 
 
.258 .282 -.186 .442 .256 
(9)Supportive  
local leadership 
 
.224 .461 .456 .792*** .640** 
(10) Level community 
development 
 
.140 .057 -.149 .191 .074 
       
(11) Market links  .226 .144 -.135 .221 .141 
       
(12) Transportation  .116 .086 .124 .272 .196 
       
 (13) Communication  .060 .461 -.286 .575*      .277 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.1 (2-tailed), P < 0.1 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 (2-tailed), P < 0.05 
***. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 (2-tailed), P < 0.01 
 
Looking only at statistically significant correlations24 (that is, correlations with p < .05 
or correlations where there is < 5 % chance that the observed value is significantly different 
from 0.00 or no relationship), we can see that barangay area is significantly related to 
compliance. A correlation coefficient of -.656 here shows us that there is a negative linear 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
24
  The table with correlations shows us the strength of the relationship between an independent variable and a 
success measure variable. A correlation between two factors of 1 or -1 shows a perfect linear dependence, 
meaning that the value of one variable can be perfectly predicted based on the value of the other variable. A 
correlation close to 0 indicates that there is no relation between the two factors. 
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dependence between the two variables, meaning that by increasing the area of the 
barangay, community compliance will decrease. Degree of democracy is strongly positively 
related to participation and the overall success measure. Supportive local leadership for the 
fish sanctuary shows the highest correlations: with a p < 0.01, showing an even stronger 
probability, supportive local leadership correlates high (.792) with participation, and the 
success measure (.640, with p < 0.05). If we increase the probability statement to p < .1 (this 
means that we are not talking about statistically significant correlations but nevertheless look 
at the highest degree of correlations that are close to statistically significant), several more 
interesting correlations can be found: the distance with the municipality correlates negatively 
with participation, indicating that the further away the barangay is located from San Mariano, 
the lower the participation in the barangay. The number of ethnicities moreover correlates 
negatively with resource perception and the success measure. The more ethnicities living in 
one barangay, the more negative the perception on the effectiveness of the fish sanctuary 
and the overall success measure. In line with results that are statistically significant at the .05 
or .01 level, the degree of the democracy also correlates positively with compliance. Finally, 
the degree of communication facilities in the barangay correlates positively with participation. 
For these correlations significant at the .1 level, the correlation coefficient consequently lies 
between .5 and .6, indicating a slightly above average value between no correlation at all (0) 
and a perfect linear correlation (1 or -1). 	  
4.2.2.2.	  Project	  variables	  	  
Several physical aspects as well as activities of the community-conserved freshwater 
areas will be analysed. Physical aspects include (14) the size of the fish sanctuary, that is 
measured as the length in kilometres from boundary to boundary; and (15) the distance to 
the barangay. The latter variable is evaluated on a scale from “one” to “six”, representing the 
hiking time from the barangay hall to the closest point of the fish sanctuary. Each score 
represents a 10-minute hike, which means that a score of “one” indicates a hiking interval 
from zero to 10 minutes, “two” means a hiking interval between 10 and 20 minutes etc. 
These two factors are expected to relate to success through their impact on surveillance and 
enforcement (Pollnac et al., 2001). Some aspects that have not been cited in the literature 
but are context-specific to the study site have to do with the activities related to the 
Mabuwaya Foundation. As the foundation had conducted two law enforcement trainings (in 
2006 and 2008) and one barangay workshop in all barangays under study (in 2008), the 
numbers of people who participated in these trainings and workshops are included as 
independent variables (16), (17), (18). Prior to the wetland project and the first law 
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enforcement training the Mabuwaya Foundation had been working on other projects in some 
barangays, mainly in small stream area (the choice for these barangays had been based on 
accessibility, distrust of the community, capacities of the barangay officials and security and 
safety). As the trust of communities had to be gained in order to work with them, setting up a 
community-based wetland strategy required a long time (Van Weerd & Van der Ploeg, 2006). 
Hence, it is suggested that these respective barangays are more familiar with project staff 
and with the goals and objectives of sustainable wetland management. Therefore, they might 
be more willing to successfully implement their fish sanctuary. (19) This is a dichotomous 
variable; “one” meaning the foundation had worked with the community before the first law 
enforcement training, “zero” meaning it had not. A formal voting in the community whether or 
not to establish a community-conserved sanctuary is believed to be related to success in 
management. In the context of the fish sanctuaries in San Mariano, all barangay officials who 
were interviewed said no voting had taken place. The Mabuwaya Foundation however stated 
that a democratic decision taking (hereby referring to a formal voting system) with the 
community was part of their barangay workshop organised in 2008. Due to this discrepancy, 
it was chosen to leave this variable out of the analysis. 
In terms of particular rules and regulations, it is often suggested that a totally closed 
fish sanctuary has a more profound impact on biodiversity than a fish sanctuary in which 
certain non-destructive methods are allowed (Russ & Alcala, 2003). Therefore, (20) 
barangays with fish sanctuary ordinances declaring a total fish ban were allocated a score of 
“one”, barangays with fish sanctuary ordinances restricting only certain fishing gears were 
evaluated “zero”. A final factor related to fish sanctuary is a dichotomous variable measuring 
whether (21) exceptions to the rules stated in the ordinance had been made in the past. As 
some barangay captains allowed the exceptional use of illegal fishing methods on their 
patronal fiesta or at times when important guests visited the barangay in the past, whereas 
others have always followed the ordinance, this might have an impact both on the perceived 
(large fish catches in the fish sanctuary might be perceived as prove for increasing fish 
stocks) as well as the real effectiveness of the fish sanctuary (the large-scale use of illegal 
methods such as dynamite or kuryente on certain days throughout the year might drastically 
affect fish stocks). Barangays where exceptions to the rules occurred in the past were scored 
“one”. Correlations between these project variables and the measures of components of 
success including the composite measure of success can be found in table 6.  
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Table 6: Correlations between project factors and components of success in community-conserved 
freshwater fish sanctuaries 
 Resource 
perception 
Management 
Success 
 
Compliance 
 
Participation 
Composite 
Success 
(14) Length fish  
sanctuary  -.142 -.228 .072 -.198 .158 
(15) Distance  
fish sanctuary  -.315 -.294 -.146 -.438 -.382 
(16) Participants first  
 law enforcement training  -.165 .476 -.265 .621* .247 
(17) Participants second 
law enforcement training  -.528 .048 -.349 .276 -.137 
(18) Participants  
barangay workshop   -.352 -.295 -.575* -.499 -.554 
(19) Early Mabuwaya  
involvement 
 
.143 .259 -.228 .250 .136 
  
     
(20) Total fish ban  .472 .461 .000 .375 .406 
  
     
(21) Past exceptions  .131 .292 -.244 .356 .177 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.1 (2-tailed), P < 0.1 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 (2-tailed), P < 0.05 
***. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 (2-tailed), P < 0.01 
 
In this table, none of the correlations is statistically significant (e.g. with p <  .05). This 
means that no project variables can be considered to increase changes of success on 
statistically significant terms. However, when focusing on correlations on the .1 level (a 
probability statement of p < .1) we see two significant correlations: The number of 
participants on the first law enforcement training relates positively (and rather high) to 
participation, whereas number of participants on the barangay workshop in 2008 relates 
negatively to compliance.  
  
4.2.2.3.	  Post-­‐project	  variables	  	  	  
From the qualitative analysis, it became clear that from time to time (22) reminding 
the community residents in community assembly meetings about the rules as written in the 
ordinance is particularly significant. Barangays where fish sanctuary rules and regulations 
were reminded to the people in the past were assigned “one” on this dichotomous variable. 
As afore-mentioned, (23) outsiders form a severe perceived threat to fish sanctuaries, mainly 
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in big stream barangays. This dichotomy was evaluated “one” if the majority of the 
respondents in a barangay perceived outsiders as a threat to the functioning of their fish 
sanctuary. In line with the factor on remembrance of the rules and regulations, (24) a 
distinction can be made between barangays where residents hold good, up-to-date 
knowledge about the rules and regulations of their fish sanctuary, and barangays were 
residents are poorly informed about this. Although some might argue that this measure is the 
sole result of a continuous reminding of the rules in community-assembly meetings, it is 
plausible that more nuances apply here, knowing that often women go to barangay assembly 
meetings, whereas largely men go fishing. Again, a score of “one” was assigned when the 
majority of respondents held good knowledge about the rules and regulations of their fish 
sanctuary. (25) Some barangays in the past years had requested fish fingerlings at the LGU 
to be released in their fish sanctuary. The LGU provides these fingerlings free of charge, but 
only few barangays are informed about this service. It might be suggested that fish 
sanctuaries where fingerlings were released in the past notify higher yields of fish stocks 
nowadays compared to the control group. Barangays that released fish fingerlings in their 
fish sanctuary in the past were evaluated a score of “one”, the control group got evaluated 
“zero”. Finally, (26) continuing support and guidance from the municipality is mentioned as a 
high potential variable for success (Pollnac et al., 2001). As all barangays included in this 
study belong to the same municipality, it would be expected that they all get similar support. 
In 2012 the LGU in San Mariano organised a three-day training for barangay officials and 
potential fish sanctuary guards to inform them about legislations concerning illegal fishing. All 
barangays in the municipality were invited to this seminar, but not every barangay signed 
present. The LGU is moreover offering additional support to barangay Disulap, through the 
enactment of a municipal ordinance of their fish sanctuary, signed at the LGU after a 
boundary conflict with neighbouring barangay Binatug in 2011. From that time on, the 
MENRO department started controlling and monitoring the fish sanctuary in Disulap during 
their patronal fiesta and upon request from the barangay captain. Therefore, barangay 
Disulap got a score of “one” on this variable, other barangays were scored “zero”. 
Correlations between these post-project variables and the measures of components of 
success as well as the composite success measure can be found in table 7.  
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Table 7: Correlations between post-project factors and components of success in community-conserved 
freshwater fish sanctuaries 
 Resource                 
Perception 
Management 
Success 
 
Compliance 
 
Participation 
Composite 
Success 
(22) Reminding 
rules .224 .461 .456 .792*** .640** 
(23) Perceived 
threat outsiders .093 .015 .000 -.134 -.019 
(24) Knowledge 
about rules .131 .169 .000 .535 .280 
(25) Release 
fingerlings .397 .015 -.244 -.134 -.019 
(26) Support 
Municipality .082 .165 -.373 .272 .050 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.1 (2-tailed), P < 0.1 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 (2-tailed), P < 0.05 
***. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 (2-tailed), P < 0.01 
 
Reminding the rules correlates very high with participation, with a significant 
probability of p < .01. Likewise, reminding the rules also correlates significantly with the 
composite measure of success. The more frequent barangay officials remind the rules and 
regulations of the fish sanctuary to their community residents, the better the degree of 
participation from the latter, and the higher the overall success measure of the fish 
sanctuary. When increasing p to < .1 no other correlations between the independent factors 
and the success measures could be found.  
 
4.2.3.	  Discussion	  of	  quantitative	  results	  	  
4.2.3.1.	  Main	  findings	  	  
Overall, the analysis indicates several variables that correlate high with measures of 
success. The three most important ones in the analysis are  
(1) Degree of democracy  
(2) Supportive local leadership 
(3) Reminding the rules to the community in community assembly meetings on a 
regular base. 
These three factors show high positive correlations with the composite measure of 
success as well as with some separate success measures. This means that the independent 
presence of (1) a barangay captain that is involved and concerned with the management of 
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the fish sanctuary himself, (2) a relatively high level of community participation in decision 
making processes (e.g. highly democratic leadership) and (3) the act of reminding the 
community members about the existence and the regulations of the fish sanctuary in 
community assembly meetings, increases the probability that the fish sanctuary will be 
successful (e.g. scores high on the composite success measure). In essence, the three 
aforementioned variables all have to do with strong, democratic leadership. Even reminding 
the rules is an action that is incited by the barangay council and therefore largely depends on 
the willingness and degree of involvement with the sanctuary of the barangay captain and his 
barangay officials. The implications of these results will be further discussed in the next 
chapter. 
 
4.2.3.2.	  Comparison	  with	  MPAs	  	  
It is important to note that some factors that were found to be important in Pollnac’s 
(et al., 2001) study on MPAs did not appear so in this analysis on freshwater fish 
sanctuaries. Population size is not significantly related to success in freshwater fish 
sanctuaries and neither does a perceived crisis in fish stocks. Alternative income projects are 
evident in the communities in San Mariano, as fishing is generally but practiced in addition to 
the community members’ main livelihood strategy in the area: farming.  
 
4.2.3.3.	  Remarkable	  non-­‐significant	  correlations	  	  	  
Furthermore, it is remarkable that none of the factors that reflect ‘development’ (level 
of development, transportation links, communication, and market links) in the area correlates 
significantly with the success measures. Contrary to what is widely believed in the 
Philippines and is included in national development policies, this analysis evinces that 
strategies of development have no link with success in community-conservation projects in 
the freshwater areas in San Mariano. This might be explained due to the fact that fishing in 
the barangays of the study is not a main livelihood strategy but is mainly practiced for 
nutritional purposes (Doornbos, 2008). Links with the market, transportation and 
communication facilities with the municipal town are therefore non-important to successful 
fishing practices. Hence they are subordinate to a strong leadership (that occurs at the 
barangay level itself) for success in community-conserved fish sanctuaries.  
It is also striking that a perceived threat by outsiders to the fish sanctuary is not 
significantly correlated with successful fish sanctuaries. In big stream, nearly all barangays 
have to deal with violators from other barangays, most often adjacent to San Mariano town. 
These outsiders fish in their fish sanctuaries and sell their catch subsequently on the daily 
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market in town. Having their own boats, they can easily take advantage of the fish 
sanctuaries in other places, as they can escape whenever they are spotted. Furthermore, 
these fishers are also able to move to other places to maximize their fish catch. Although 
nearly all respondents in big stream complained about these outsiders, it seems that this fact 
does not notably affect their perceptions on the effectiveness and the functioning of their fish 
sanctuary.  
A final remarkable result is the non-significant correlation between both total fish ban 
and exceptions to the rules, and success. It seems that differences in rules and regulations 
(e.g. no fishing allowed or only fishing with legal methods allowed) and exceptions to the 
rules in the past (e.g. periodic harvesting on special occasions) do not notably affect the 
effectiveness of the fish sanctuaries. This indicates that fishers do not perceive a significant 
greater increase in fish stocks in barangays where fishing is not allowed at all, compared to 
places where only legal fishing or periodic harvesting is allowed. This result seems to 
contradict the claim of Russ and Alcala (2003) that permanent closures can deliver fisheries 
benefits, but that benefits of rotational closures accrue slowly and are lost quickly. As there is 
relatively little ecological knowledge on riparian habitats in northern Luzon compared to the 
bulk of studies on marine areas in the Philippines, additional ecological research should be 
conducted to acknowledge or contradict this finding based on perceptions.  
4.2.3.4.	  Mutual	  independent	  factor	  correlations	  	  	  
When looking at correlations between independent factors mutually, some interesting 
results can be found.  Distance with the urban centre correlates positively significant with 
perceived crisis in fish stocks but negatively significant with people who were participating in 
the law enforcement trainings and early Mabuwaya involvement. The latter two might be 
linked to each other. The Mabuwaya Foundation has always worked in barangays in the 
municipality situated closely to the border of the northern Sierra Madre. Although most of 
these early-targeted barangays are relatively far away from the urban centre, they were all 
quite readily accessible by the Mabuwaya staff members. As part of the Mabuwaya’s 
ecosystem approach in which they encouraged the fish sanctuaries, they included even more 
remote and less accessible barangays such as Tappa, Dicamay and Buyasan. In that sense, 
it is comprehensible that barangays where the Foundation had never been working before, 
the attendance rate for seminars and trainings regarding the fish sanctuaries is rather low. All 
of these barangays are situated along big stream. The fact that exactly these barangays 
perceive a higher crisis in fish stocks is contra-intuitive, but can be explained as follows: the 
water bodies adjacent to San Mariano town are much more overexploited than parts of the 
river further away from town, as fishermen who are truly depending on fishing and sell their 
catch on the market all live close to town. Hence, in the past 10 to 20 years, fish stocks got 
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largely depleted in these water bodies, and fishermen from barangay Cataguing and others 
had to go further upstream the river to continue their fishing practices. They chose to go 
upstream the Ilaguen River instead of the nearer tributaries in small stream, as this river is 
the largest one in the area and is believed to yield the largest variety of fish species. 
Moreover, far upstream the Ilaguen River, in the most southern part of the municipality, there 
is an open access area not belonging to any barangay. Consequently, no restrictions 
whatsoever apply to fishing gears or fishing areas, which clarifies why this is a favourable 
place for fishermen to catch fish (often with destructive methods). In a group interview in 
Cataguing, several wives of fishermen declared that their husbands always go fishing in this 
open access area. Although they first denied the question whether they also fish in the fish 
sanctuaries along the Ilaguen River, they eventually acceded that “they are aware of the fish 
sanctuaries along the Ilaguen River, but they usually ignore the rules because they can 
escape with their boats. But you know, it’s our only livelihood, so what else should we do?” 
(pers. comm. anonymous, 2014). They furthermore admitted that large parts of the catch of 
their husbands is derived from the fish sanctuaries along the way back, and is not solely 
caught in the open access area far south. The perceived crisis in fish stocks in these 
barangays along the Ilaguen River is consequently ascribed to these outsiders overexploiting 
the fish stocks in their fish sanctuaries.  
 
Another positive significant correlation can be found between both community 
development and market links on the one hand and releasing fingerlings on the other 
(respectively .758 and .709). A possible explanation here is that barangays that maintain 
good links with the market in San Mariano are more likely to sustain good relations with the 
LGU. The fact that market links also correlate high with the level of transportation (.896) can 
then explain why these barangays might benefit more in terms of community development 
features (as it is easier for LGU members to implement projects and initiatives in barangays 
closer to San Mariano town than the largely inaccessible barangays far south in the 
municipality). The better relations with the LGU due to proper transportation and good market 
links might cause a better knowledge about facilities offered by the LGU, amongst which the 
free of charge distribution of fingerlings upon request.   
 
A last noticeable positive correlation is the .847 correlation between perceived threat 
by outsiders and the percentage of fishers in the barangay. The percentage of fishers is 
highest in big stream along the Ilaguen River, which is also the favorable place for outsiders 
to catch fish. This clearly indicates the relative importance of the fish sanctuaries in big 
stream compared to small stream, both in terms of ongoing dynamics as in terms of people 
involved with and depending on the fish sanctuaries.  
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5. Discussion	  	  
In the qualitative description an overview of the dynamics regarding the fish sanctuary 
per barangay has been provided. In the quantitative analysis, several of these dynamics 
were entered as independent variables or served as dependent success variables. Both 
analyses threw light on several aspects that turned out to be particularly relevant to the 
community-conserved freshwater areas in this study. Based on these two analyses, in the 
discussion that follows a synthesis of the most important ones that contribute to the 
effectiveness of community-conserved freshwater areas will be highlighted. Afterwards, the 
implications in terms of future improvements will be outlined.  	  
5.1.	  Casual	  catch	  	  	  
What has become most apparent after focusing on perceptions of fish sanctuaries in 
10 different barangays, is the fact that the fish sanctuaries in general are of limited 
significance to many people. It is important to note that this ‘limited significance’ should not 
be confused with ‘indifference’. Notwithstanding a certain feeling of indifference towards the 
management of the fish sanctuary found among some barangay officials (mainly in big 
stream), the large majority of all fishers and also most of the barangay officials were 
convinced about the importance of preserving their fish stocks by establishing these non-take 
zones. What is meant with limited significance is the fact that fishing practices in general in 
all barangays in this study are subordinate to farming. Contrary to contexts in MPAs, where 
fishers are heavily depending on fishing as the only means of existence, the bulk of fishers in 
San Mariano are farmers who go fishing in their spare time. They mainly fish for personal 
consumption, as an additional source of nutrition, and only sometimes it yields them a small 
income surplus by informally selling or exchanging to rice the surpluses of their catch to 
neighbors and friends. The only few exceptions to this rule are two fishermen in Macayu-
cayu and five families in sitio Dilatngan in barangay Buyasan who depend solely on fishing 
as their only means of survival. The term ‘additional’ here is used, meaning that people only 
eat fish or sell fish whenever conditions are favorable to do so. During harvesting time and 
rainy season for example, they are too busy harvesting their crops or the water is too high 
and too cold to go fishing. The harvest of fish is therefore secondary to harvesting crops. 
Scoones et al. (1992) introduced the policy term “hidden harvest” to refer to wild foods and 
crops that are considered irrelevant to policy makers in terms of trade, levying taxes or 
export capacity. Instead, this term refers to foods that are used for subsistence only by 
inhabitants and community residents living in the respective regions where crops are being 
harvested. What is going on in the barangays in this study goes even further: not only is the 
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harvest of fish in the barangays in this study (fishermen from barangay Cataguing selling 
their catch on the market are not included here) irrelevant in terms of trade and market value, 
it is moreover at times even hidden to the people themselves. Fishermen in the barangays in 
San Mariano are rather unaware of the value of this harvest: “If we can catch fish, that’s 
good, if there is no time, we’ll eat something else. So be it” (pers. comm. anonymous, 2014). 
This clearly indicates that fish is not considered a daily necessity in people’s diets. As long as 
there is rice three times a day and meat once in a while (e.g. by slaughtering a chicken or 
pig), people are satisfied. Sometimes, their meals are supplemented with beans and 
vegetables from the garden or the market. Despite this assumption that fish is not a daily 
necessity, studies (Van Velzen, 2013) have demonstrated that fish in northern Luzon 
accounts for a great deal of the necessary nutrients in people’s otherwise unilateral diets 
mainly comprised of carbohydrates from rice. In this respect, the term “casual catch” grasps 
the values that the fishers in San Mariano allot to fishing best. 
 
This limited significance ascribed to the nutritional value of fish in people’s diets is 
also clearly reflected in people’s assumptions about the objective of preserving their fish 
stocks through the establishment of their fish sanctuary. Almost half of the respondents did 
not state personal consumption in the future as the main objective, but instead referred to the 
need for replenishing stocks to be able to offer fresh fish to guests visiting the barangay 
during their patronal fiesta and other special occasions. Fish in the barangays in San 
Mariano seem to have a social value that is at least as important as the nutritional value for 
personal consumption. Govan et al. (2009) have described this tendency by stating that 
many communities in the Pacific may use taboos to ensure a ready supply of fish and base 
the timing of openings on occasions where need is high (e.g. on feasts) rather than on any 
higher goals of sustainable management. This social value is inherently related to a feeling of 
pride and hospitability. This was perceptible in all barangays, in varying contexts throughout 
the research. Even though people are living in the poorest conditions, they will undoubtedly 
always invite guests for food, accommodate them and treat them with highest priority and a 
deep respect, irrespective guests are relatives from adjacent barangays, foreigners or LGU 
members. This finding confirms Berkes’ (2012) claim that different communities have 
different incentives to engage with conservation, in which a specific mix of social, political 
and cultural objectives is often more important than money.  
 
What does this have to do with the fish sanctuaries and their management? From the 
respect that fishing can be interpreted as a “casual catch” and is moreover only practiced by 
a small minority in the barangay, it can be understood why many barangay officials do not 
show a strong insistence to strictly enforce the rules of the fish sanctuary. As fishing is 
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considered supplementary, the threat of the potential extinction of fish species in their rivers 
is not perceived as a major issue to the community, including themselves. The good 
intentions and initiatives of the Mabuwaya Foundation in the past to inform barangay 
members about the importance to conserve their freshwater ecosystems has resulted in 
relatively good theoretical knowledge among community members about this need, even 
years after the last-conducted barangay workshop in 2008. However, it seems that the 
practical implementation by barangay officials is far from being priority one. The same story 
accounts for fishers themselves. Despite the knowledge that –according to most ordinances- 
all community residents have the right to report violators to the barangay council, in order to 
jointly work to guarantee the preservation of their fish stocks, very few people in fact do so. 
Despite knowing almost everything  (e.g. who is fishing; who uses illegal fishing methods; 
who is violating rules etc.), they often prefer to remain silent. To justify their silence, some 
named fidelity towards their relatives who violated the rules, while others mentioned the 
unwillingness and the indifference of their barangay council to eventually take action against 
outsiders after accounts of reports are addressed. Again others took a rather fatalist stance, 
holding on to the idea of “why would I report, it doesn’t make a difference” (pers. comm. 
anonymous, 2014). This largely encountered view was defined by an LGU member as “a 
lack of progressiveness in San Mariano” (pers. comm. anonymous person at the LGU, 2014). 
“People in San Mariano lack a necessary attitude: they want to consume resources, but they 
do not want to preserve them” (pers. comm. anonymous person at the LGU, 2014).  
Although this attitude has indeed been encountered during the research, this strong 
statement by the anonymous LGU member is a generalization as well. Despite the fact that 
the majority of the respondents assign limited significance to their fish sanctuary, due to the 
value of fishing as a “casual catch”, during the research in San Mariano I met several people 
that felt personally involved with the fish sanctuary as well. Those barangay officials and to a 
certain extent fishers on the barangay level, as well as LGU-members from different 
departments showed great willingness to discuss about the management mechanisms and 
how they could improve the existing system to ensure better benefits for the community. A 
remarkable but plausible observation here is that fishers who showed this active involvement 
were a minority. Fishers catching fish every night in order to increase their income derived 
from farming made up a part of this minority. On the other hand, the few exceptions in 
barangays Macayu-cayu and Buyasan that are solely relying on fishing as their means of 
survival belonged to this small group of actively involved fishers too. In Buyasan and Ibujan, 
these fishers’ involvement was clearly reflected in their presence and participation in the 
group discussion. In other barangays, such fishers actively engaged in the interview, and 
seemingly used this as an opportunity to express their thoughts about the fish sanctuary and 
how, according to them, it should be improved or adjusted.  
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5.2.	  Political	  will	  	  	  
Then what accounts for the great variability in the effectiveness of the freshwater fish 
sanctuaries in the different barangays as according to the quantitative analysis? As the 
quantitative analysis has put forward, the barangay captain seems to be the key figure for a 
fish sanctuary to have high chances to be successful. In order to increase the chances for a 
successful fish sanctuary, the barangay captain should first and foremost be actively involved 
with the fish sanctuary. Furthermore, a barangay captain that is democratic rather than 
autocratic, allowing his community members to participate in decision-making, is necessary 
as well. In general, the personality of the local leader should not be underestimated.  
For example, the barangay captain in San Jose is a man with great charisma, who 
organises plenty of barangay activities at the barangay hall and makes time to talk to his 
people. During interviews, it became clear that all respondents appreciated his personality. 
He furthermore has the political will to strictly enforce the rules and regulations according to 
the fish sanctuary ordinance and communicates his intentions to his people in community 
assembly meetings. This total package of factors, all originating within the person of the 
barangay captain clarifies to a great extent the high overall success score assigned to 
barangay San José in the quantitative analysis. Moreover, the administration between 2010 
and 2013 with the former barangay captain in San José provides a good counter-example to 
support this thesis: the former captain did not strictly enforce the rules and regulations, which 
caused an increase in violators within the barangay and a consequent perception of declining 
fish stocks.  
Goldoftas (2006) also recognised the power of local leaders as the keystone for a 
program to work or not. The essential social unit in the barangays is the family, but 
communities still look to their barangay officials to provide for them (Goldoftas, 2006). This 
declares why in barangays in big stream where the barangay captains on a regular base 
reside somewhere else (e.g. in their second residence in town), there is considerable 
confusion about the rules and regulations, and the latter are poorly implemented and 
enforced. The overall success scores for these barangays (e.g. Tappa, Dicamay) are 
therefore low. In Ibujan, the barangay with the highest overall success score, this political will 
is also strongly present, although it is divided among several barangay officials. Besides the 
barangay captain (who is by times absent due to external threats to his family), also the first 
barangay kagawad and the barangay secretary show great political will to improve the fish 
sanctuary and to enforce the rules and regulations whenever possible (taken into account the 
many failed attempts to stop violators from other barangays by means of their fixed 
monitoring schedule). It seems that not only the barangay captain can make the difference, 
but that other active barangay officials with a strong political will can do the job as well.  
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One would expect that a barangay where the barangay captain has been governing 
since the establishment of the fish sanctuary has a bigger chance of having a well-
functioning fish sanctuary compared to barangays where the barangay captain has been 
replaced every three years with elections. Although this has not been confirmed by the 
quantitative analysis, it can be confirmed based on the qualitative analysis, with the example 
of barangay Libertad. There, the same barangay captain since the establishment of the 
sanctuary still governs the barangay. The knowledge among barangay officials about what is 
stated in the ordinance was therefore largely correct, quite exceptional compared to other 
barangays. The political will from the barangay captain to be involved with the sanctuary and 
to enforce rules and regulations is clearly apparent. What accounts for the low overall 
success score in barangay Libertad is the fact that the fish sanctuary is declared in an 
arduous accessible small creek with no real threat from violators. Therefore, the barangay 
captain does not considers it necessary to communicate the rules of the fish sanctuary every 
barangay meeting, but rather focuses on the enforcement of the rules regarding illegal fishing 
in the more important rivers surrounding barangay Libertad. In other barangays, where 
barangay captains have changed every three years with new elections, the profiles of the 
involvement with the fish sanctuary by barangay captains differed greatly: some lacked the 
will to be involved with the fish sanctuary, while others wanted to continue to implement the 
sanctuary and actively enforce rules, but failed to do so due to substantial ignorance about 
the precise regulations.  
 
5.3.	  	  Communication	  
 
A second aspect having the potential to make a freshwater fish sanctuary in San 
Mariano work or not is clear communication, on all levels. The greatest pitfall in the transition 
from one barangay council to the next every three years lies in an improper transfer and 
communication about existing ordinances and projects, with insufficient knowledge about the 
ordinance as a consequence. There is a general tendency in local policies of the former team 
of barangay officials to radically turn their back at policy issues at the time they have to pass 
on the power in the hands of the new team of barangay officials. Barangay ordinances are 
therefore not well transferred to the next barangay secretary and get lost. Although many 
new barangay officials might have a strong willingness to further implement and enforce 
existing ordinances, a lack of precise knowledge lies at the base of a general failure of these 
intentions, especially in the long term. The same anonymous LGU-member as referred to 
before summarized this in the next quote: “In the Philippines, there are three sides of a coin, 
my side, your side, and the right side. If you ask one team of barangay officials something, 
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they will tell you this, if you ask the same question to the opposition, they will tell you 
something else” (pers. comm. anonymous member of the LGU, 2014). This striking quote 
however fails to oversee the bigger reality. Very often the same few families in one barangay 
remain in power over the years, despite several new members or full teams of barangay 
councils. This is especially the case in big stream barangays, where after a few terms, the 
same – relatively rich – barangay captain regains power again. In the meantime they have 
never left the stage: through their extensive network of relatives, they continue putting 
pressure on topics they consider to be personally relevant, even at times when they are not 
in power.   
The poor knowledge about the fish sanctuary as a result of inadequate 
communication consequently affects the communication with community members during the 
community assembly meetings as well. As the barangay assembly meeting is the only 
barangay communication platform, all relevant and urgent matters are discussed during 
these meetings with the community residents. Different barangays have different procedures 
in reminding their residents about existing ordinances, including the fish sanctuary. In places 
where the fish sanctuary is located far away from the barangay centre, barangay officials 
usually consider it unnecessary to remind the rules of the fish sanctuary every meeting (e.g. 
Libertad, Del Pilar, Dibuluan) whereas in barangays where the fish sanctuary is located in the 
centre of their barangay, the fish sanctuary tend to be on the agenda in nearly each 
barangay assembly meeting (e.g. San José, Disulap, Ibujan, Dicamay). As the quantitative 
analysis has significantly shown, the decision to remind the rules ensure higher chances for 
successful fish sanctuaries25. However, this triple-down of information from the barangay 
council to the community members does not always proceed uncomplicatedly. Specific rules 
are often only shortly addressed and remain susceptible for discussion. This confusion 
greatly hinders a further strict enforcement of the rules and regulations and a consistent 
fining of penalties. Besides, the barangay captain of Libertad points out that there is a 
serious deficit in the policy adopted by most barangays that mandates the presence of only 
one representative per household per meeting. Generally, only 70 to 80% of the community 
households are represented in the barangay assembly meetings and of those attendees, the 
large majority are women. A small topic such as reminding the rules of the fish sanctuary is 
usually not passed on to their husbands after the meeting. As the large majority of fishers are 
men, a great deal of the communication about the fish sanctuary does not reach the 
population that it is addressed to. Although many barangays had already fined or were 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  25	  	  Del	  Pilar	  is	  an	  exception	  here:	  There	  is	  a	  relative	  high	  success	  score	  despite the captain’s tendency to limit the 
reminding about the fish sanctuary in assembly meetings only to moments when fingerlings are released. This 
can be attributed to the relative far distance of the fish sanctuary from the barangay centre and its unfavourable 
conditions for fishing, rather than purposeful management strategies (see next chapter).  	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considering fining a penalty for absent households at community assembly meetings, this 
does not notably affect the problem concerning the unequal distribution in terms of gender 
among the attendees.  
On the other hand, good communication between barangay officials and higher 
institutions respectably increases chances for success in community-conserved freshwater 
areas too. According to the Fisheries Code (1998) “The municipal/city government, in 
consultation with the FARMC26 shall be responsible for the management, conservation, 
development, protection, utilization, and disposition of all fish and fishery/aquatic resources 
within their respective municipal waters.” A first great gap with this national law in San 
Mariano is the fact that all of the ordinances declaring fish sanctuaries are enacted by the 
barangays themselves. Although all ordinances had to be sent to the LGU for approval, they 
eventually got implemented and enforced within the barangay itself, by barangay officials. 
Consequently, also the management and the monitoring responsibilities lie with the barangay 
members. This reality makes a clear division of responsibilities regarding the management of 
the fish sanctuaries between the barangay and the LGU difficult and further complicates 
mutual expectations. This has been clear upon comparing interviews with LGU-members and 
barangay officials. “The LGU should… ” and “The barangays should…” are two expressions 
often heard respectively at the barangay level and in the LGU. What goes wrong here is a 
serious lack of communication. Florita-Marietta Turingan Bartolome as municipal 
administrator is well aware of the duties of the LGU to implement the ordinances according to 
the Fisheries Code. She stated: “If we would hear complaints about the fish sanctuaries in 
the barangays, we would enforce the ordinances that are stored here in the office of the 
municipal secretary. We would invite the parties to tackle the problem, or we could organise 
additional seminars and trainings to re-inform the people. But we do not know anything. 
That’s the problem with the barangay officials: they do not complain. They are afraid to 
complain, because it’s their livelihood” (pers. comm. Bartolome, 2014). This clearly 
addresses the lack of communication from the barangay level to the municipal level. 
However, to attribute this lack of communication to the fact that it’s people livelihoods does 
not hold for the majority of the fishers in San Mariano. Rather, this lack of communication can 
be attributed to –again- the value of fishing as “casual catch”, and the consequent result that 
barangay officials are not concerned with the fish sanctuaries as a top priority. The lack of 
communication with the LGU can therefore better be allocated to other priorities of barangay 
officials. The same story applies to environmental issues within the LGU. There was great 
confusion between the different departments (MENRO, DA, municipal secretary office) about 
the exact responsibilities of every single department regarding the fish sanctuaries. Clearly, 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  26	  FARMC = Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Management Council. Although this council is included in the 
Fisheries Code, it does not exist on the ground.  
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poor communication between the departments and the discrepancy between what is written 
in the Fisheries Code and what is the on-the-ground reality lies at the base here. Upon 
asking what the LGU could do to stop fishers from Cataguing who violate the fish sanctuaries 
in barangays upstream the Ilaguen River, one LGU-member summarized the situation in the 
as follows: “If it would be a priority of trust of the administration, something could be done. 
However, the major now does not put high priority on environmental enforcement. He rather 
invests in level 3 water systems and infrastructure improvements in San Mariano. Fish 
sanctuaries are, unfortunately not the highest priority, and the same accounts in the 
barangays” (pers. comm. anonymous, 2014). Fishing as a ‘casual catch’ at the barangay 
level and other community development priorities at the LGU thus explain why there is a 
serious gap in the communication from the barangay level to the municipal level and vice 
versa. This reality confines the intentions and efforts of those few people at all levels (fishers, 
barangay officials and LGU-members) that really want to change something. Better, effective 
communication at all levels could enhance a better co-management between all levels to 
stop outsiders in the fish sanctuaries in big stream and to ensure more benefits to the 
people.  
 
5.4.	  Towards	  co-­‐management	  	  
It is clear from the foregoing discussion that the personality and the political will of the 
barangay captain, a good communication on all levels and a proper knowledge about the 
rules and regulations are undeniable for a good functioning of a community-conserved fish 
sanctuary. It is moreover clear that these three aspects are not independent factors, but are 
inherently intertwined and connected. Barangays having a high score on the success 
measure in the quantitative analysis have directly (e.g. an actively involved democratic 
barangay captain) or indirectly (e.g. knowledge through the presence of the original 
ordinance or billboards) to do with those three factors.  
 
Barangay officials (and principally the barangay captain) are the keystones for a good 
functioning fish sanctuary. Although the foregoing discussion draws attention to 
straightforward communication and proper knowledge about the fish sanctuary ordinance, all 
of this depends upon the will of the barangay captain to be involved with the fish sanctuary. 
The barangay captain represents the community on the higher level and is in the meantime 
the model for the community. Hence, in terms of the community-conserved freshwater areas, 
they are the hinge between the fishers and higher legislations about fishing. Despite 
successful barangay workshops and law enforcement trainings organized by the Mabuwaya 
Foundation between 2005 and 2008, the discussion has shown that due to changing 
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barangay councils every three years, a lot of the knowledge and skills in terms of preserving 
freshwater eco-systems has got lost over time. Continuous advice to barangay officials from 
an external organization (in this case the Mabuwaya Foundation) as well as clear 
communication and advice over time from the municipal government are therefore 
indispensable for an increased effectiveness of the fish sanctuaries.  
It seems that people, despite many violations (in big stream), a general weak 
enforcement of the penalty system, and confusing knowledge about the exact rules and 
regulations (in some barangays) do believe that fish stocks are slowly replenishing. 
Management procedures however, still have a large margin for improvements. By 
guaranteeing continuous advice from an external organization to strengthen the capacity to 
preserve freshwater ecosystems of the barangay officials, favorably year after year and at a 
minimum every three years with changing barangay councils, these management procedures 
could be greatly enhanced. By investing time in informing the barangay council about 
existing legislations and enhancing their capacity to be involved with the preservation of their 
freshwater ecosystem, this knowledge and skills can consequently be communicated to 
community residents. This could take away the large confusion that is present in many of the 
barangays to date, and could eventually increase the likelihood for the fish sanctuaries to be 
effective at all success measures (e.g. better management, higher community compliance 
and likely also higher participation).  
 
What remains to be dealt with are the outsider violators fishing in other barangay’s 
fish sanctuaries. The need to stop these outsiders in the barangays is urgent, but people 
claim they cannot take action as the outsiders escape by boat whenever they are seen. This 
indicates the need for a more integrated approach that takes into account the dynamics of 
riparian environments.  Fisher Felix (pers. comm. 2014) in barangay Tappa clearly 
addressed this need in the following quote: “Tappa residents do respect the ban on illegal 
fishing methods in the barangay. But, many of our residents, as well as outsiders use these 
illegal methods to a large extent in the open area upstream of our barangay, outside the 
municipality of San Mariano. This largely affects fish stocks in our part of the river, as the fish 
moves up and down the river and does not stay in one place. We are only ordinary barangay 
residents, so we cannot do anything. And neither can the barangay officials, because they do 
not have the power to change anything that falls outside our own jurisdiction. Higher forces 
should prohibit illegal methods anywhere”. This indicates that the Fisheries Code prohibiting 
illegal methods in water bodies of the Philippines to a certain extent only exists on paper and 
is not profoundly expressed on the ground. The need for a comprehensive legislation, better 
communication and a consequent, practical implementation/enforcement of this legislation is 
high.  
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The responsibility to implement this legislation lies with the LGU. The municipality has the 
responsibility to provide bridging mechanisms to link barangay legislations and national laws, 
but in terms of implementation regarding the fish sanctuaries there is still much room for 
improvements. A better co-management between barangays and the LGU should include the 
following levels: 1) providing a communication platform to ensure good communication 
between barangays about barangay ordinances and national laws. In that respect, 
barangays are informed about each other’s ordinances and cannot claim “we did not know”. 
Of course, this information should then be properly communicated to all barangay residents 
in barangay assembly meetings as well. Although such platform already exists (e.g. 
barangay captains have been invited at the LGU to talk about national, municipal and 
barangay legislations, rules and regulations), this should occur at a more regular base, and 
might be much more effective if it would be organised in one specific barangay with a central 
location in the municipality. Indeed, barangay officials from barangays far south in the 
municipality often do no attend meetings and trainings organized in the LGU because of the 
problems with accessibility. 2) The LGU should provide a much better support to the fish 
sanctuaries on site. In none of the barangays, representatives from MENRO or the DA had 
ever come to see the fish sanctuary. A better follow-up and support on site can encourage 
barangays to continue implementing their ordinances to preserve their freshwater resources. 
Simultaneously it enhances the communication between barangay officials and LGU 
members on the one hand, and reduces the ‘distance’ between fishers and LGU-members 
who are concerned with environmental issues. A practical example for further support would 
be the provision of new billboards to be put up at both ends of the fish sanctuaries. 3) Finally, 
a legislation covering all barangay ordinances on fish sanctuaries that includes the rules and 
regulations in accordance to national laws could best be enacted in a municipal ordinance 
and should be enforced strictly. The LGU could employ monitoring guides to assist the 
barangay tanods who monitor their respective fish sanctuary. Cases of violators should be 
referred to the PNP (Philippine National Police) in San Mariano if applicable, and should be 
enforced much more strictly.  
 
To summarize, what could be done to improve the fish sanctuaries in San Mariano in 
the future is a combined approach of continuous external advice from the Mabuwaya 
Foundation to the barangay councils (at least with every new elections) and a better co-
management with the LGU on several levels. These two suggestions were also put forward 
by Pollnac (et al., 2001) as prescribing factors for successful MPAs in the Philippines.  
As the discussion has already indicated, the first and foremost condition for these two 
approaches to work is a willingness at all parties to communicate clearly, transparently and 
to take into account each others points of view. Several authors (Utting, 2000; Chapin, 2004; 
	   112	  
Naughton-Treves et al., 2005; Kaimowitz & Sheil, 2007; Berkes, 2009; Davies et al., 2013) 
have proved this need for transparent communication with communities to ensure linkages 
for good co-management between communities, higher political institutions and external 
organizations.  
5.5.	  Limitations	  of	  the	  study	  	  	  	  
Although study has included as many aspects as possible potentially having to do 
with the social, ecological and managerial processes of the fish sanctuaries, three important 
considerations and limitations apply to this study.  
First of all, it can be assumed that some respondents, when asked about their 
perceptions of the fish sanctuary gave socially approved or politically correct answers. Only 
very few respondents ever admitted “I don’t know”. The confusion I had to deal with myself in 
many barangays regarding the exact rules and regulations might be attributed to this 
tendency of respondents to answer the question based on assumptions rather than 
observations and/or objective knowledge. As this thesis is to a great extent based on 
perceptions of success, this is an important consideration. Although community perceptions 
about success are relevant tools to evaluate community-conservation projects and should be 
included in evaluations, they might not be 100% reliable. Other authors have confirmed this 
tendency of respondents to base their perceptions on assumptions and warn for a critical 
interpretation of results (Cohen & Foale, 2011).  
A second limitation has to do with gender. Although an equal division of male and 
female respondents was aimed for, this has not been possible. As only few women go 
fishing, the bulk of the respondents were men.  In a way the number of respondents divided 
per gender reflects the reality on the ground. However, nothing more has been done with the 
concept of gender. Time limitations prevented us from interviewing wives of fishermen in 
order to include their perceptions on fishing practices and the fish sanctuaries in the study. 
This could have shed a more diverse light on opinions, expectations and necessary 
improvements of the fish sanctuaries. As gender is indispensable in contemporary debates 
on development, this is an important limitation of the study.    
Finally, no analysis has been done with differences in barangay profiles regarding 
ethnicities either. Although the number of ethnicities was included in the quantitative analysis 
(no specific results could be found), it can be expected that specific divisions of ethnicities in 
barangays might have a profound impact on management processes and other measures of 
success regarding the fish sanctuary. Again, time limitations and the fact that no exact data 
on barangay profiles (e.g. the exact division of ethnicities within the barangay council, among 
fishers etc.) could be found, explain why these have not been included in the (qualitative) 
results.   
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6. Conclusions	  	  
Upon arrival in the Philippines, I had a bag full of preparatory materials, questionnaires 
and notebooks in order to evaluate the effectiveness of community-conserved freshwater 
areas. ‘How effective are the fish sanctuaries?’ and ‘What do they contribute to biodiversity 
conservation on the one hand and poverty reduction on the other’ were guiding questions 
from the very beginning.  
In terms of biodiversity conservation, community perceptions are incontrovertible: 
although we should be careful interpreting socially approved answers by respondents, it is 
reasonable to say that the great majority in all barangays believe fish stocks are increasing 
steadily again, as a result of the fish sanctuaries. Interesting to note here is that perceptions 
do not substantially differ with changing physical fish sanctuary conditions: the distinction 
between barangays where the fish sanctuary is established in the barangay’s main river 
close to the barangay center, and places where the fish sanctuary is purposefully established 
in distant rivers or smaller creeks, does not affect people’s resource perceptions. This is 
rather surprising, given that a far-away geographical location for fish sanctuaries has natural 
advantages: very few violators disturb the place, which guarantees favorable conditions for 
fish to breed and multiply. As barangay members usually not often monitor such fish 
sanctuaries, it might be expected that resource perceptions from community residents in 
such barangays are more based on assumptions than observations. In barangays where the 
fish sanctuary flows through or near the barangay center, positive resource perceptions are 
likely based more on observations than assumptions. As a large number of such barangays 
are located along big stream, this clearly indicates that the perceived threat from outsiders 
who violate their rules and regulations does not pose a real threat to the effectiveness of the 
fish sanctuaries. To assess the impact on biodiversity, this anthropological research has 
been solely based on community perceptions about a change in freshwater resources. It has 
been indicated that such perceptions might not be 100% reliable. For an objective 
assessment of the contribution to biodiversity conservation, based on broader eco-system 
approaches, additional biological research is needed. However, what is important here is that 
73% of the respondents involved with the community-conserved fish sanctuaries do believe 
that it is working, irrespective their opinions are based on a real increase in fish catch or 
mere assumptions.  
To assess the impact on poverty reduction, the broader definition in terms of economic, 
social, political and cultural benefits (Berkes, 2012) has been adopted. Contrary to many 
MPAs in the Philippines, the value of fishing as a ‘casual catch’ in San Mariano clarifies why 
the fish sanctuaries do not hold the potential to provide monetary benefits to the community. 
However, the perceived increase in fish stocks is greatly welcomed by the respondents for its 
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social and cultural value: people believe the fish sanctuaries produce supplies of fish that can 
be shared with guests who visit the barangay. As offering food to visitors and guests is a 
gesture deeply entrenched in the Filipino culture, this social and cultural benefit resulting 
from the fish sanctuaries is considered very important. Furthermore, increasing fish supplies 
also contribute to better nutritional intake in people’s otherwise poor diets. Besides the social 
benefits of providing food to visitors, preserving fish stocks in order to guarantee enough fish 
supplies to be personally consumed by the next generation was another main motivation 
given by respondents for sustaining their fish sanctuaries.  	  
How effective are the fish sanctuaries? It is the final question that remains to be 
answered. Effectiveness has been measured in terms of success, based on four success 
measures. The quantitative analysis has shown that the average score across all barangays 
on the composite success measure is intermediate (.49). Large variations on all success 
measures can be found in the 10 barangays. However, ‘resource perception’ was the 
measure almost invariably accounting for the highest scores, whereas ‘participation’ was 
responsible for the lower scores in all barangays. These results signify that it is difficult to 
generalise across sites about successes or failures of community-conserved fish 
sanctuaries. Axford et al. (2008) state that success in CCAs is not only subjective but also 
highly context-specific. This report has shown that this statement also applies to 
comparisons on a very small scale: Even among 10 barangays in the same municipality, 
profiles were considerably diverse.  
It is therefore inappropriate to give a blueprint for success in community-conserved 
freshwater fish sanctuaries, as each area outside the municipality of San Mariano will 
substantially vary at the micro level, as well as in their interactions with the macro level. 
However, the discussion has put forward some general findings and recommendations to 
increase chances for success that might certainly be relevant to similar projects in other 
regions. It has shown that mainly social and political factors account for the variety in 
barangay profiles regarding the success of their fish sanctuary. The discussion has indicated 
that a strong political will at the barangay level and clear communication between barangay 
officials and residents greatly enhances the chances for success. Moreover, a better supra-
local support network with external organisations and higher policy institutions is suggested 
to achieve an overall improved effectiveness and increased community benefits. It might be 
valuable to consider these social and political factors as prime conditions when encouraging 
future CCA-projects in freshwater environments. 
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7. Appendices	  	  
	   Appendix	  I	  :	  Road	  map	  of	  San	  Mariano,	  including	  main	  rivers	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   Appendix	  II	  :	  Topic	  list	  semi-­‐structured	  interview	  with	  barangay	  officials	  	  
	  
Name:      function:     Gender: 
Age:      Main occupation:   Ethnicity: 
Years of residence:     Household size: 
 
1) Do you know when the fish sanctuary got established?  
2) Do you know why the fish sanctuary got established? 
3) Do you know how this process of establishing the sanctuary happened?  
a. were there community-consultations?  
b. was there a formal vote in a barangay community assembly meeting whether 
the residents wanted a fish sanctuary or not before the ordinance was 
approved ?  
c. was there an official opening ceremony?  
4) What do you know about the size and the boundaries of the fish sanctuary?  
5) what do you know about the rules and the regulations of the fish sanctuary? (inside, 
outside, open period, other rules?) 
6) Are there exceptions to the rules?  
7) Have the rules/regulations/size changed over time since the establishment?  
8) How were you, as barangay official informed about the rules/regulations of the fish 
sanctuary when you became barangay official?  
9) Who is in charge of enforcing the rules? Who is in charge of monitoring?  
10) How does the monitoring program work?  
11) Is there a file of documents present here, in the barangay, regarding the fish 
sanctuary (ordinance, records of violations, promisory notes, penalty records etc… ?)  
12) According to the ordinance, what should happen to violators of the rules?  
13) In general, do you feel that fishers respect the rules and regulations?  
14) Have there recently been violators of the rules and regulations?  
a. Who were they, from where, and what methods?  
b. who caught them?  
c. what happened to them?  
15)  What do you think about the fish sanctuary?  
a. What are the benefits of the fish sanctuary for the community?  
b. What are the drawbacks of the fish sanctuary for the community?  
c. Has there ever been complaints or disagreements with the fish sanctuary 
among fishers/barangay kagawads of the barangay itself?  
	   117	  
d. have there ever been conflicts about the fish sanctuary with outsiders? What 
happened?  
e. Do you think the fish sanctuary is effective nowadays?  
16) How does the fish sanctuary make you feel?  
17) How do you feel about your own involvement as barangay official with the 
community?  
18) What would be the ideal future for you regarding the fish and fish sanctuary?  
19) According to you, what is needed in order for this to happen?  
20) How often are comm. ass. meetings organized here?  
21) What is the general attendance rate?  
22) Of the people present, what share usually actively participates in discussion?  
23) If new decisions have to be taken (ordinances, laws, etc…) how does that go?  
a. what’s the role of the barangay capt. , the barangay officials, the barangay 
residents?  
24)  What is usually discussed in community assembly meetings? or in emergency 
meetings?  
25) If big conflicts occur here in the barangay, how are they usually solved? Who is in 
charge of solving the conflict?  
26) Has anything changed in the organisation of the barangay or the comm. assembly 
meetings since the new team of barangay officals was elected? Changes compared 
to the previous team?  
27) In your barangay, what is the percentage of farmers/fishers?  
28) Do you know if there is any continuous external advice from LGU, or CCVPED, or 
DENR of Mabuwaya regarding the fish sanctuary?  
a. In general, how often are people from the LGU visiting the barangay? (political 
involvement) 
29) Have you ever had financial or material inputs from Mabuwaya, or the LGU for the 
fish sanctuary?  
30) How would you rate the links of your barangay with the market system in San 
Mariano? (no links, low, medium, high) 
31) How would you evaluate the level of transportation between here and San Mariano? 
(no transportation at all, low possibilities, medium possibilities, high possibilities)  
32) how would you evaluate the communication opportunities in your barangay? (level of 
reception, number of people having a phone, radio connection…) (no communication 
possibilities at all, low opportunities, medium, high communication opportunities) 
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   Appendix	  III	  :	  	  Topic	  list	  semi-­‐structured	  interview	  with	  fishers	  	  	  
Name:      Age:     Gender: 
Main occupation:    Ethnicity:   Years of residence:  
Household size:    Highest education:  
 
1) When did you start to go fishing? 
2) How often do you fish?  
3) Where do you go fishing?  
4) With which methods?  
5) Main catch?  
6) Do you think there a difference in fish stocks now compared to 10 years ago? Why do 
you think that is?  
7) Ever heard of the fish sanctuary? How were you informed? When where you 
informed?  
8) What’s the size? And the boundaries?  
9) What do you know about the rules and regulations inside the fish sanctuary? and 
outside the fish sanctuary?  
10) What do you think about the fish sanctuary?  
a. What are the benefits of the fish sanctuary for you?  
b. What are the drawbacks of the fish sanctuary for you?  
c. Do you think the fish sanctuary is effective nowadays?  
11) What would be the ideal future for you regarding fish and fish sanctuary?  
12) According to you, what is needed in order for this to happen?  
13) Have you ever go fishing inside the fish sanctuary?  
a. If yes, when, where, with what methods, who caught you?   
b. If yes, what happened to you?  
14) Do you remember if you recently have seen anyone else fishing inside the fish 
sanctuary?  
a. if yes, when, where, with what methods?  
b. What did you do?  
c. Do you know what happened to the persons?  
d. If no, what would you do if you saw someone?  
15) How often are comm. ass. meetings organized here?  
16) How often do you attend them?  
17)  do you usually participate in the discussions?  
18) If new decisions have to be taken (ordinances, laws, etc…) how does that go?  
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a. what’s the role of the barangay capt. , the barangay officials, the barangay 
residents?  
19)  What is usually discussed in community assembly meetings? or in emergency 
meetings?  
20) Has anything changed in the organisation or communication of the barangay since 
the new barangay captain and kagawads were elected?   
 
Questions to be compared over time  
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   Appendix	  IV	  :	  Transcription	  of	  group	  discussions	  	  
Buyasan	  (15th	  February	  2014)	  	  	  
Participants: 
1. Bar capt: Danilo Caronan 
2. 1st kagawad: Villalinda Sales 
3. 3th kagawad: Imelda 
4.  Kagawad on peace and order: Edwin Maddawin 
5. Bar secr: Roberto Aglugub 
6. Barangay kagawad: Rudiwan (not invited) 
7. Barangay kagawad: Madelyne (not invited) 
8. Barangay treasurer: Jeniffer (not invited) 
9. Barangay lupun: Vergilio (not invited) 
10. Barangay health worker + fisherwoman: Everlasting (came in late) 
11. Fishermen: Sir Dondon (from Dilatngan) 
12. Fishermen: Sir Elmer Sales (from Buyasan proper) 
13. Marissa  
14. Lien  
(Sir Elvis, active fishermen and former barangay kagawad, was invited but did not show up. 
He also has the 2 old unused billboards from Mabuwaya at his place) 
 
Introduction + welcome + asking permission for recording and taking pictures  
 
Translation by Marissa 
 
1) Question: When was the fish sanctuary in Buyasan established for the first time? 
a. In ‘70s (according to 3th kagawad Imelda, under administration of her 
father) 
b. In 2002: according to 1st kagawad 
c. In 2006, under capitana Opiana? 
d. In 2010, under present bar capt Danilo? 
i. Eg: what was the influence of Mabuwaya?  
 
-­‐ Bar capt says that in 2002 a fish sanctuary got established  
o During that time, Villalinda (1st kagawad now) was barangay secretary 
o He cannot remember if they, back in the days, sent it to the LGU for approval 
o Under barangay captain Tercita 
-­‐ Barangay kagawad Villalinda (1st) says that in 2002 also Mabuwaya was involved. 
The bar officials made a document, but no one knows if it has been sent to the LGU 
or not.  
o Again, under captain Tercita Opiana 
-­‐ Marissa asks if someone knows about or has ever seen the real ordinance?  
o Barangay cap asked to Villalinda if she knows about it…  
o No answer from her 
-­‐ Bar secr says that he only knows which methods are allowed and not allowed: 
kuryente, bungbong (illegal) not allowed.  
o In the fish sanctuary, all fishing methods are prohibited.  
o Marissa asks for confirmation for legal and illegal methods? 
o Confirmation by the bar secr 
-­‐ Marissa asks for the length of the fish sanctuary  
o Discussion: 100 to 200 meters (secretary + confirmation of the others) 
	   121	  
-­‐ Marissa translates that legal or illegal methods are not allowed inside the strictly 
prohibited zone (as mentioned before during interviews) 
-­‐ Lien asks if that was/is written in the ordinance + when that ordinance has been 
signed 
-­‐ No real answer… 
-­‐ Lien asks for confirmation that the last ordinance has been made and signed in 2010 
o Barangay captain and Madeline (kagawad) say last ordinance was made in 
2007 (although the captain said to us before that he himself in 2010 made a 
new ordinance, even sent it to the LGU and got a receiving copy, but it got 
lost.) 
-­‐ Lien asks again if it has been submitted to the LGU + translation  
o Barangay official Edwin says that that is the problem: they don’t know if the 
secretary during that time sent it to the lgu or not.  
-­‐ Lien asks if there are plans to make a new ordinance and if anything is going to 
change about the rules in this new ordinance + translation  
o Answer: yes, new one will be made 
o Barangay capt says that they will assign specific boundaries and put 
billboards there.  
-­‐ Lien mentions the unused billboards at the house of fishermen Elvis (once received 
from Mabuwaya)  
o Marissa explains more about the billboards and that they can use those two, 
paint it, and write down the rules and regulations on it, so that outsiders, when 
passing by, can read what is allowed and not allowed.  
 
2) Is there a strictly prohibited zone in the fish sanctuary in Buyasan?  
a. If yes, where exactly? 
b. If yes, what is allowed, not allowed inside this strictly prohibited zone? 
i. All legal methods? 
ii. Only panna? 
iii. Nothing? 
 
-­‐ Yes, between the two rapids, at sitio Bulawan (where bar capt lives), at the big rocks  
-­‐ Bar secr said that no methods are allowed inside this strictly prohibited zone  
 
3) Can outsiders fish inside Buyasan’s fish sanctuary using legal methods? 
a. Yes? 
b. No? 
i. Has that been written in the ordinance? 
 
-­‐ According to Dondon, fishermen, outsiders are not allowed to fish inside with legal 
methods 
 
4) Should dynamite fishing continued to be used during fiesta, as has been the case 
in all past years? 
a. If yes, everywhere in the fish sanctuary, or only in the strictly prohibited 
zone? 
 
-­‐ Fishermen Dondon says that in the past, only when they had visitors or special 
guests, dynamite has been used.  
o Marissa asks if it should be continued? 
o Fishermen Dondon’s answer = no! 
-­‐ Marissa suggests that they can use the sigay to catch fish as alternative instead of 
using dynamite 
o Dondon confirms that 
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-­‐ Marissa asks the opinion of the barangay officials on that topic 
o Treasurer Jenifer mentions that the use of kuryente should not be allowed, as 
it is prohibited. He says that 1000pesos has been mentioned as the highest 
penalty allowed for all barangay ordinances by the lecturers during the 
seminar in Ramon (the week before) 
o He gives an example: if he would use dynamite to catch fish, he should have 
to pay 500 pesos according to the ordinance. However, as he catches many 
kilos with the dynamite, his profit is very high, so a penalty of 500 pesos is not 
a lot. ( he still has profit that day after paying the penalty) 
-­‐ Dondon and some of the barangay officials suggest to fine a first offense of 1000 
pesos instead of the 500 pesos from before.  
-­‐ Marissa asks if this also counts for outsiders… 
o Answer: yes, for residents AND outsiders 
-­‐ Lien asks if outsiders are allowed to use the legal methods (sigay, tabukol, …) to fish 
inside the fish sanctuary + translation  
o  Bar capt says that their fish sanctuary is only that part of the river located 
between the two rapids, at the big rocks. 
o He explains that outside the boundaries (the two rapids), upstream and 
downstream, residents only can fish inside the river 
 
5) Is the fish sanctuary already effective nowadays in increasing the fish stocks? 
a. If yes, only inside the sanctuary or also spill-over effect? 
b. What fish species? 
c. Also the size? 
 
-­‐ It remains silent… 
-­‐ Marissa asks the specific opinion of the fishermen, if he notices a differences when 
he goes fishing 
o Dondon answers that he catches a lot when he goes fishing during the night. 
He catches enough (1 kilo) for to feed the family. He also mentions that the 
fish is increasing because of prohibiting the illegal methods as bongbong and 
kuryente.  
o Kagawad on peace and order says that even by prohibiting bani’id, sigay 
etc… inside the fish sanctuary already causes an increase in the fish stocks 
again 
o Kagawad Rudiwan says it is working 
o Fishermen approve that also: if they go upstream or downstream, they can 
catch again more fish 
 
6) Big problem/treat to the fish sanctuary are the outsiders, mianly from Ueg and 
Cataguing. What can be done in the barangay to stop them (more effectively)? 
a. Which rules are already in existence nowadays? 
b. How often are the violators really fishing inside the sanctuary?  
c. What can be done/improved in the future to stop them? 
i. Eg: more monitoring, better timing for monitoring 
eg: changes about the penalty system? 
 
-­‐ Kagawad on peace and order says that if people report violators, they (tanods + 
himself) will go monitoring the night afterwards along the fish sanctuary and that they 
will confiscate the gear. 
o Marissa asks what would be the first steps to be taken if they see people 
fishing inside (caught on act) 
o Kagawad answers that they will give a penalty and confiscate their gears 
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-­‐ Marissa asks opinion of the fishermen 
o Answer from Dondon: he cannot control/prohibit the outsiders. I cannot do 
anything against them. The only thing he knows that he can do is sharing the 
fish he catches? (UNCLEAR ANSWER) 
-­‐ Marissa … 
o Mam Everlast says that she will help with barangay officials by reporting the 
violators 
-­‐ Marissa encourages everyone to give their opinion and suggests that it is good to 
help each other, as one barangay official cannot do the monitoring job alone.  
o Fishermen Elmer says that when he sees someone passing by, he will give 
them a warning, that they cannot fish inside, because that is written in the 
ordinance.  
-­‐ Marissa asks again what the opinion is about the monitoring 
o Kagawad Imelda says that when she sees someone fishing inside, as she 
lives near the bancero, she will also report… 
-­‐ Marissa asks which methods are allowed outside the strictly prohibited zone… 
o Someone asks Marissa if residents are allowed to use sigay?   
o Someone replies that the residents are allowed to use sigay 
-­‐ Marissa asks: What else can you say? 
o Barangay treasurer says that the best thing they can do is to inform the 
people in their meeting the day afterwards that they have a fish sanctuary.  
He  says that they will ask the participation of the residents in the assembly 
meeting, that they keep on warning the violators that go fishing inside. Idea: 
everybody has the right to report, officials AND residents.  
-­‐ Someone else says that people have the right to warn the violators, but, he mentions 
that if it is a non-official normal resident of the barangay that warns the violators, the 
violators will not believe him, listen to him, not taking him serious. He concludes: all 
the people in the barangays should report to the barangay officials, so that the 
officials can take action.  
o Marissa concludes again by repeating 
o Confirmation again that people should report and that barangay officials 
should take action! 
-­‐ Marissa asks for more opinions 
o Mam Villalinda: They will inform the people in the meeting that they have an 
ordinance on their fish sanctuary. She says that sometimes violators come, 
but if residents see them and report them, they run away again. She says they 
will try to make a list of names of violators and turn it over to the PNP, so that 
they can take action, because if they call the violators in the barangay, they 
very often do not show up.    
-­‐ Clarification by Marissa 
-­‐ Someone says that this might only work if the violators see the billboards  
-­‐ Marissa makes a clarification again  
 
Final notes: 
 
-­‐ Lien thanks everyone and mentions the fingerlings from LGU that they can request.  
-­‐ Marissa gives more information about the free fingerlings of the department of 
agriculture. They should make a request letter, signed by the barangay officials. She 
explains that that can be a big help for the fish sanctuary. She also mentions the 
sidlings for fruit trees, her husband at the department of agriculture, tree planting 
project (mango) è usually costs 150pesos per sidling of grafted mango, but you can 
get that for free at the department of agriculture.  
Observations 
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-­‐ Group discussion lasted for 37minutes, excluding the introduction. 
-­‐ Barangay captain only active in the beginning, not towards the end. 
-­‐ In general: bad timing, as the meeting with the barangay officials was originally 
planned on the same day and time, eg. 9 am. Invited participants were informed 
about the change in the program (eg, first our group discussion, then the session), 
but uninvited barangay officials didn’t know about it. Consequence: many more 
barangay officials then wished for showed up + about half of the people present 
seemed quite uninterested and did not join the discussion.  
-­‐ Relatively active barangay kagawad on peace and order and first kagawad.  
-­‐ Fishermen only said minor things, they probably weren’t very confident in the 
presence of so many barangay officials.  
-­‐ Barangay health worker and fisherwoman mam Everlast came in very late and only 
said one thing. 
-­‐ Many more (about 10?) people were sitting and listening in the back of the room, near 
the door (sometimes background noise)  
-­‐ Marissa regularly had to encourage people to talk, otherwise it would have been 
silent.  
-­‐ All in all, very effective discussion: in the session afterwards with the barangay 
officials, a new ordinance has been made and signed, in which a new fish sanctuary 
was designated; eg, the former strictly prohibited zone between the rapids at sitio 
Bulawan. IN this zone (100 to 200meters), fishing with any methods is prohibited. 
Penalty fr first offense will immediately be 1000pesos (for fishing inside the sanctuary 
but also for using kuriente and other illegal methods inside and outside the 
sanctuary), and gear will be confiscated. The two former billboards will be placed at 
the 2 boundaries. Furthermore, everybody has the right to report (is written in their 
new ordinance) and dynamite will not be allowed during the fiesta anymore. 
o We however did not see the new ordinance, as we had to leave shortly 
afterwards. That’s what they told us…  
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Ibujan	  (16th	  February	  2014)	  
 
Participants: 
1) Bar capt: Rafael Martinez 
2) 1st kagawad: Sanny Zipagan 
3) 6th kagawad: Raymundo Managuelod 
4) 4th kagawad: Milagros Malana 
5) Bar secr: Rosalinda Castaneda  
6) 3th kagawad + fishermen: Alano Martinez 
7) Bar tanod + fishermen: Ben Caronan 
8) Fishermen: Mellano Golayan 
9) Fishermen: Jhonny Siringan 
10) Fishermen: Jimmy Siringan 
11) Marissa  
12) Lien  
 
Introduction + welcome + asking permission for recording and taking pictures  
 
Translation by Marissa 
 
1) Question: Which methods are considered as legal and which are considered as 
illegal?  
a. Eg. Tabukol, panna, bani’id, patupak, sigay, si’id, kuryente, dynamite, 
pesticides, compressor? 
b. In particular: which size of the sigay is considered legal/illegal? 
 
-­‐ Fishermen start to discuss Immediately:  
-­‐ (Mellano): 3  4 5 6 = big meshed = legal, > 6 = small meshed = illegal 
-­‐ Raymundo: 3 kinds of tabukol, one for golden (=patupak), 
-­‐ Bani’id is legal 
-­‐ Kuriente and dynamite are illegal 
o Marissa starts talking about the use of dynamite during fiesta. 
o Bar capt says that dynamite has only be used in the past during the fiesta 
outside the sanctuary, at ferry Paninan. 
o Marissa also refers to section 4 of the received copy of the ordinance and the 
national law that prohibits illegal fishing in all water bodies.  
o Bar capt says that they will stop using dynamite during fiesta from now on.   
-­‐ Bar capt says they cannot control the outsiders, so sometimes the residents of the 
barangay follow the example of the outsiders, by also using dynamite inside.  
-­‐ Marissa refers to fisheries code again: 
o She says: “it’s up to you if you will continue to use dynamite outside your 
sanctuary, cause in the end, it’s you who can benefit or experience the 
disadvantages of it” 
-­‐ Bar capt says that from now on, they will stop using dynamite during fiesta. 
 
2) Are legal methods allowed inside the Ibujan Fish sanctuary, yes or no? 
(according to ordinance, no methods allowed, but different opinions during 
interviews) è  NOT BEEN ANSWERED 
a. If yes, only for Ibujan residents or also outsiders? 
b. If yes, why are only 30 percent of the residents doing it and why are 
most fishermen not informed about it?  
c. If no, why are 30 percent of the residents doing it? 
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-­‐ Marissa translates that there was unclear information during interviews, that during 
interviews we heard that bar officials sometimes use bungbong inside the fish 
sanctuary. 
-­‐ Bar capt says that bar officials have no jurisdiction to prohibit the outsiders.  
-­‐ Kagawad Imelda says that the bar officials have no right to use bungbong within the 
boundaries. She says that In the boundaries there is a gap where fishermen can 
catch big fish. 
-­‐ Discussion about the length of the fish sanctuary and the boundaries è no specific 
measurement, but estimation = 1.5kilometer from ferry Paninan to Djamallig creek.   
-­‐ Bar secr says that bar officials are the ones who allow the people to use bungbong 
during special occasions, only once a year (during fiesta), bar officials approve or 
disapprove the use of bungbong during fiesta. 
-­‐ Penalty system mentioned by Marissa: she refers to discussion in Buyasan: they 
changed their first offense to 1000pesos. She refers to the receiving copy of the 
ordinance and the proposed change made by the LGU: 3th offense 2500p instead of 
1000p. 
-­‐ Bar secr says that during their session in January with the bar officials (= before we 
arrived there for the first time, so they did not have the copy yet)  they decided that 
first offense would be 1000pesos, second offense 1500 and third offense 2500pesos. 
-­‐ Marissa says that it is good for the barangay to collect penalties, because it goes to 
the barangay fund = another source of income. 
-­‐ Bar capt says that last 2012 they collected the fine of the violators from Cataguing.  
-­‐ Marissa says that when they confiscate the methods of violators, they should never 
give it back, and they should include that in their ordinance + they should not use the 
confiscated methods for their own interest. 
-­‐ Raymundo says that they even took pictures and also confiscated their fish, in order 
for them to not do it again… 
-­‐ Marissa refers to the violators in San jose as example: if there are violators in San 
Jose, they have to walk around in the village, promising that they will not do it again 
anymore… 
 
3) Should the exception on the use of dynamite during the fiesta (as happened in 
the past) be maintained? 
a. If yes, are all residents allowed to use it, or only officials? 
b. According to the receiving copy of the LGU of the ordinance, nor 
dynamite, nor legal methods should be used during fiesta (eg. = no 
exception should be made); do you agree or disagree? 
 
-­‐ No, dynamite should not be used anymore from now on (referring to the receiving 
copy of the ordinance, section 4)  
-­‐ Bar secr says that during the past fiestas dynamite was used. Bar officials joined the 
fishermen while fishing with dynamite, which was only being done outside the 
boundaries (upstream or downstream) (= contrary to what has been told in some of 
the interviews, by fishermen AND bar off.) 
-­‐ Marissa told about the national law (fisheries code: Republic Act nr. 8550 in 1998) 
 
4) Should new billboards be placed at both ends of the fish sanctuary?  
 
-­‐ Yes, they will request 2 billboards at the LGU, even though they doubt that the LGU 
will provide them. Marissa convinced them to at least try.  
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5) Big problem = outsiders (mainly from Cataguing) using the illegal methods 
(mainly kuryente) and legal methods (mainly sigay) inside the fish sanctuary. 
a. What can be done/improved about the monitoring system? (nowadays, 
2/week) 
b. What can be done/changed about the penalty system? 
i. Eg. Higher first offense? 
ii. Eg. Suggestion by the LGU as mentioned in the receiving copy of 
the ordinance (third offense 2500 instead of 1000) 
 
-­‐ Bar secr recommends to request a motorboat for monitoring 
-­‐ Bar kag Sanny also recommends radio icon (walkie talkie) 
-­‐ Tanod Ben recommends flashlight and raincoat and boots ( lots of noise by the 
chainsaw outside) 
-­‐ Bar capt mentions the guns (by making a hand move, sign language), he requests at 
least one 
o Marissa says you need a permission and license for that 
o Kagawad asks: what if they will shoot at us? 
o Marissa answers: they will not just shoot at you for such a small thing (like 
trying to stop them), 
-­‐ Kag Sanny says that billboard are gone  
o Marissa mentions the importance of the billboards, that they can request 
billboards at the LGU. It’s a big help if people see the billboards at both sides. 
-­‐  Bar secr says that they should do the monitoring if the moon is not out. She also 
mentions it should be day and night 
-­‐ Marissa suggests that it should be 3h per night, but up to them. Instead of twice a 
week, they can monitor at least 3h per night, so that the violators notice that there is 
nightly monitoring along the sanctuary. 
o Sanny says that their men will be tired if they go monitoring every night 
o Marissa stresses that timing is important 
o Jimmy answers that violators also know when it is the best time to fish! 
o Discussion among fishers (difficult to understand)  
-­‐ Marissa stresses the rights to report the violators, cause very often people don’t 
report because of relatives violating the rules etc…  She refers to section 5 in the 
ordinance for that.  
o Marissa explains that everybody has the right to report, even though they 
have no position in the barangay 
o Mellano says that the violators very often suspect him to be the reporter, as 
he is living very close to the river. He is already afraid to report for that reason, 
that violators get angry with him.  
o Marissa answers that he should not be afraid to report, that he should call 
their attention and bring them to the barangay to show that he has the right to 
report ( a little bit very funny J )  
o Marissa recommends him to tell the outsiders : “what if I would come to your 
barangay and do the same, using kuryente, what would you feel about that?” 
o Marissa asks the question to Mellano: “do you allow them to be the ones that 
benefit from all the fish inside your fish sanctuary?”  
o Mellano answers: no!  
o Bar capt says: the residents of the barangay should benefit, not the outsiders 
 
6) Is the fish sanctuary, after 4 to 5 years, notwithstanding the many violators 
from Cataguing, already effective in increasing the fish stocks again?  
a. If yes, which species are increasing/decreasing?  
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b. If yes, only INSIDE the fish sanctuary, or is there also a spill-over effect 
noticeable?  
i. At both ends of the fish sanctuary? 
 
-­‐ Marissa refers to Kims research in 2008, a few months after it got established 
-­‐ Yes, more fish now (common approval, especially by barangay officials) 
-­‐ Marissa asks for approval at the fishermen: answer = yes 
-­‐ Marissa asks which fish species  
o Dalupani and Lillipan is decreasing (Mellano and Jhonny) 
o Bukto is decreasing (Mellano) 
o Siling, Kurilao, tilapia, golden, Ipoon, Dugong, is increasing (common) 
o Native tilapia is extinct  
-­‐ In general: it is effective!  
-­‐ Also spill-over effect: also outside the boundaries they notice the same fish stocks 
(common confirmation) 
-­‐ Fishermen Mellano says that crocodile also eats some fish 
o Secr confirms that one of the problems is that the crocodile eats some fish  
o Marissa replies that the croc cannot eat all the fish, only the leftovers, 
otherwise fishermen would not catch fish anymore   
-­‐ Marissa mentions the fingerlings that can be requested at the LGU for free 
o Fishermen answers: if you release fingerlings in the river, they will not stay in 
the same place but move out. 
o Marissa explains: they will always move from one place to the other after 
laying eggs, so in the end it is beneficial 
o She advises to write a request letter, and to show it at the department of 
agriculture  
Final notes:  
 
-­‐ Marissa tells the people about the distribution of sidlings at the MENRO office, 
backyard gardening (peschay sidlings to be distributed).  
-­‐ People ask how they should apply. 
-­‐ Marissa answers that they should make a request letter, signed by the bar officials. 
-­‐ Raymundo mentions that their kagawad on agriculture cannot go to the office of DA 
(department of agriculture) because he has a bad record there (since the previous 
elections). They ask what to do to request the seeds of rice and corn…  
-­‐ Marissa explains and gives advice: if people want to request seeds for rice or corn, 
they have to approach the responsible kagawad in their purok, so that the barangay 
kagawad can get their names and can request it at the LGU. Same with problems on 
peace and order. = important, because very often people in the barangay don’t know 
who to approach when they have problems…  Marissa says that for those kind of 
things, the barangay officials should work together, cause with one person it will not 
work! 
 
Observations: 
-­‐ Group discussion lasted for 50 minutes, excluding the introduction  
-­‐ Barangay kagawad Alano, Bar kagawad Imelda, and barangay tanod Ben are rather 
silent and listening, especially kagawad Alano! 
-­‐ Barangay tanod came in , 20 minutes late 
-­‐ Fishermen Mellano is quite active and honest 
-­‐ Barangay secretary explains a lot according to the ordinance she has with her (the 
one we gave earlier that week =the original copy of the ordinance in 2008 with own 
made changes to it that the LGU made in the receiving letter)  
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Dicamay	  (2nd	  March	  2014)	  	  
Participants: 
 -­‐ Barangay kagawad: Bernie Tagao  -­‐ barangay kagawad: Janifer Baquiran -­‐ barangay chief tanod: Perlito Baguiran -­‐ barangay secretary: Romualdo Martin -­‐ barangay treasurer: Leonardo Martinez (came in late) -­‐ barangay kagawad: Lily Carabbacan (came in late) -­‐ fishermen: Sherwin (proper) -­‐ fihsermen: Marlo (proper) -­‐ fishermen: Delfino (sitio Dimalama) -­‐ fishermen: Pablito  (sitio Ngadngad) -­‐ fishermen: Bentorito  (sitio Ngadngad) 
 
Introduction  
 
Presentation  
 
Translation  
 
Asking permission for filming and recording everything 
 
 
1) Are legal methods allowed INSIDE the boundaries of the FS?  
• yes?  
• no?  
o if no, why are so many fishermen doing it?  
 
 -­‐ Bani’id is allowed inside (fishermen) -­‐ bar secr: asks to read out loud the ordinance… 
o I explain we will do that a little bit later -­‐ Marissa explains the question a second time, cause they were talking silently in 
Kalinga (impossible to understand…); she asks the opinion of the fishermen -­‐ fishermen: bani’id, panna, sigay (size of the sigay: depending on the size) are allowed 
inside. Kuryente, is not allowed inside  
o kagawad Bernie: explains to the fishermen that they are not allowed to use 
the legal methods inside the fish sanctuary, unless on special occasions, with 
permission of the barangay captain!  
o fishermen says: bani’id is not considered as illegal, and therefore allowed 
inside the sanctuary, cause by using the bani’id, only big fish can be caught, 
not the small fishes -­‐ Marissa asks again if it allowed or not allowed to use bani’id, panna, sigay in the 
sanctuary 
§ someone says: only if they get permission form the barangay captain, 
it is allowed  
o Marissa asks again if it is allowed or not 
§ silently: someone says no… -­‐ Marissa asks the explicit opinion of the barangay kagawads  
§ Bernie says: the residents know about the ordinance, but still, they are 
doing fishing inside the sanctuary  
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-­‐ Marissa refers back to the individual interviews, that some said legal methods are 
allowed, while others said it is prohibited  
o fishermen Delfino says: he did not expect someone like me to interview him 
about fish sanctuary, so sometimes he did not know about the right answers 
and just said what he thought it would be… -­‐ Marissa concludes (in a question mark to the barangay officials) that many fishermen 
do not know what is written in the ordinance, although they know there is an 
ordinance  
o kagawad Bernie says they are always reminding the people during community 
assembly meeting -­‐ Marissa asks what size of the sigay is considered as legal/illegal  
o 4 & 4,5 are legal  
 
2)  What is considered as illegal methods?  
 -­‐ kuryente and bongbong (everybody approves) -­‐ fishermen: number 7 to 10 = illegal  -­‐ some say: starting 6 to 10 = illegal (discussion between fishermen) -­‐ final answer: 7 to 10 = illegal  -­‐ kagawad Jani asks Marissa if 7 to 10 is allowed to be used inside the sanctuary…. 
o Marissa throws back the question to the group 
o fsihermen answers: 7 to 10 is not allowed inside the sanctuary, but it is 
allowed outside  
o kagawad Bernie says: he agrees with fishermen that 7 to 10 are allowed 
outside the sanctuary, but says that kuryente and bongbong are not allowed 
outside in general, as this is according to the national law…  -­‐ 3 to 5,5 is considered as legal  -­‐ another fishermen says that bani’id is allowed inside the sanctuary  
o other fishermen (in Kalinga) tells him it is not true, even though it’s legal it is 
not allowed inside 
o other fishermen says they have no idea if they are allowed to use the legal 
mesh size of the sigay inside the sanctuary or not  -­‐ Marissa repeats that question: they have no idea if it is allowed inside?  -­‐  
 
3)  Are illegal methods (kuryente, bongbong…) allowed outside the FS? 
• In Dicamay river?  
• in the creeks?  
 
 -­‐ fishermen says: allowed to use these methods outside the sanctuary, in the creeks -­‐ kagawad Jani syas: according to national law, kuryente, bongbong, use of chemicals 
is not allowed, in any river or creek. Small mesh of sigay are allowed to use outside 
the sanctuary and in the creeks.  
o Marissa explains to the fishermen that there is a national law that says that 
the use of kuryente, bongbong, or poisonous chemicals are not allowed in any 
part of the rivers in the Philippines  
§ other fishermen again says that small-meshed sigay is allowed outside 
the sanctuary, and in the creeks.. 
§ 2 kagawads agree 
§ barangay secretary says that only legal methods are allowed to use 
outside the sanctuary  
§ barangay Jani says that residents in Dicmay are still using the small-
meshed sigay outside the sanctuary and in the creeks,  
§ barangay secretary says: 7 to 10 are allowed for that 
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§ other fishermen say: in Dicamay river, they are not allowed to use the 
small-mesh sigay, but outside the Dicamay river, it is allowed… 
 
4) should there be an exception to the rules on the fiesta?  
• if yes, what exception?  
 -­‐ barangay kagawad Bernie: on special occasion, they can use sigay inside the 
sanctuary, but only with big mesh, no dynamite or kuryente.  -­‐ I ask if the illegal methods have been used in the past?  
o according to Jani: it depends on the visitors that are coming and the occasion 
if legal methods can be used inside  
o secretary says: the outsiders are not allowed to fish inside the fish sanctuary  
o kagawad Bernie: totally no fishing inside the sanctuary for residents AND 
outsiders (same rules apply to everyone) 
§ but during fiesta they are allowed to catch fish inside the sanctuary, 
using the sigay. When visitors from national government, it is also 
allowed.  
 
5) How should section 4 & 5 in the original ordinance be amended to improve it?  
 -­‐ Marissa reads the ordinance -­‐ Marissa asks if the people understand section 4 & section 5  
o section 4: they are not allowed to catch fish especially during the months May-
August, when fish lay eggs.  
o kagawad Bernie: starting from May to August: totally no fishing allowed inside 
the sanctuary, with the purpose of multiplying the numbers of fish  
o Marissa refers to section 3 
o barangay secretary reads out loud section 3: All methods are prohibited inside 
the sanctuary.  
o section 5: Residents of the barangay that want to catch fish inside the 
sanctuary have to wait for at least 6 months after the establishment to harvest 
fish inside the sanctuary… (very contradictory… !) 
§ according to secretary: section 4 and 5 should be amended 
§ kagawad Bernie: referring to section 5: 6 months after the 
implementation of the ordinance, they can already harvest …. (repeats 
the ordinance) 
§ Marissa asks for more explanation to kagawad Bernie on these 6 
months  
§ Bernie explains that after the approval of the SB, they still had 6 
months to catch fish inside the sanctuary, after six months not 
anymore (again: the opposite of the ordinance) 
• kagawad Bernie does not want to amend this section (?????) 
o Marissa asks about section 4: opinions 
§ kagawad Bernie: section 4 is ok for him too 
§ kagawad Jani: he agrees but he does not like the word ‘except’ on the 
fiesta… It should be totally no fishing, any time of the year!  
§ the two kagawads want to keep the section, they do not want to 
amend section 4 
o Marissa asks if fishing is allowed after august, so from August to April?  
§ kagawad Bernie: basically repeats again what is written in the section 
and says it’s ok. “fishing not allowed, ESPECIALLY during those 
specific months.” Exception: only during fiesta, then they can catch 
fish( which is in May) -­‐ bar secr confirms that people have different interpretations of the fish sanctuary 
ordiancne… In his own opinion, it should be amended 
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o he understands from section 4 that after 6 months after the approval, people 
can harvest fish again in the sanctuary, which is nonsense, so he wants to 
amend that (Bernie again just repeats that he likes what is written in the 
ordinance) -­‐ kagawad Bernie: says they will continue what has been started in the past. During 
fiesta: they will continue to catch fish inside their sanctuary, even though that’s in the 
month of May (which is contradictory to their ordinance!) -­‐ kagawad Jani agrees with Marissa, that there is a conflict in the ordinance. He says 
they will review the ordinance first with the council, and will amend section 4 & 5 
accordingly. They will improve the ordinance.  -­‐ Marissa asks if they will still continue to fish inside during fiesta?  
o nonsense answer from Jani… -­‐ kagawad Jani says that there are contradictory parts from section 2 to 5, that’s why 
they will revier and change it … 
o he asks also if they should continue to fish during their fiesta, cause according 
to section 4 in the ordinance, the month MAY should be ‘especially’ prohibited 
for fishing, but their fiesta is in may… -­‐ kagawad Bernie asks Marissa if they are allowed to change this ordinance 
o marissa syas it’s up to them to change/amend ordinances;.. ! (OFCOURSE 
THEY CAN!) -­‐ secretary says: they should amend the sections, and afterwards, make a new 
ordinance to be send to the LGU, in order for them to have a basis for the 
implementation of the ordinance!  -­‐ they all ask Marissa her opinion about how to change these sections 
o marissa recommends to discuss about it with all barangay officials, including 
he captain, during their session  -­‐ fishermen says sth about section 5 
o kagawad Jani says that one time, as he remembers, in the CAM they 
reminded the people that the use of sigay, leaving it overnight in the water, is 
allowed… (?????) 
o kagawad Bernie asks Marissa IF that is allowed 
o Marissa tells them just to read their own ordinance è according to section 3: 
NO METHODS ALLOWED!  -­‐ treasurer: ordinance has been made long time ago, so they should change it!  
o Jani says it’s true, cause they are not implementing what is written in their 
ordinance…  -­‐ treasurer wants to reduce the size of the FS 
o Marissa asks opinion of the fishermen on that 
§ according to one fishermen: if the size will be reduced, he wants a total 
ban on fishing inside the sanctuary, cause then there will be enough 
place for fishermen to go fishing outside…  
§ Marissa asks about the size of the reduced FS  
• kagawad answers  they will talk about that in their council 
first…  -­‐ kagawad Bernie wants a ban’tay sanctuario for their fish sanctuary, someone from 
inside the barangay.  -­‐ Marissa also recommends to request 2 billboards, to place at their boundaries.  
o Temporary ones, so that they can remove them when high tide, to make sure 
do not get destroyed 
o kagawad Bernie says concrete billboards would be better… 
 
6)  Are outsiders from other barangay that come fishing inside the rivers of Dicamay a 
real problem here?  
• if yes, how are they violating the rules?  
o fisihing inside with legal methods?  
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o fishing inside or outside with illegal methods?  
 -­‐ Treasurer: they should inform the outsiders, especially the barangay officials. They 
should send a letter to all barangay concerning the rules of their FS -­‐ barangay officials are discussing the importance of billboards to inform outsiders (with 
information on illegal fishing etc…) -­‐ kagawad Bernie repeats that they should have a ban’tay sanctuario -­‐ kagawad Jani says they need 2 radiograms for communication  -­‐ barangay treasurer recommends 2 ban’tay sanctuaries, so that each can stay at one 
boundary of the FS  -­‐ according to treasurer: no warining should be given, but they should automatically 
fine penalty and confiscate the gear 
 
7)  Is there a monitoring system nowadays?  
• How can it be improved?  
è  not answered 
 
8)  Should the penalty system be implemented more strictly?  
• how? -­‐ no warning, automatically fining penalty and confiscation of gear  -­‐ barangay treasurer or secretary even recommends imprisonment immediately -­‐ Marissa asks about penalty system (first offense?) è opinion of fishermen  
o fishermen answers: first offense to third offense (as written in the ordinance) 
1st = 500, 2nd = 750, 3th = 1000 is ok for them -­‐ barangay official says that the use of kuryente should be fined with 5000 pesos.  
o fishermen agrees, to stop the outsiders (they will be afraid to use the 
kuryente) -­‐ fishermen asks about exact boundary of their FS right now? Is ‘Taptapigan part of the 
FS or not?” 
o kagawad Bernie says it is part of the FS 
 
 
9)  Is the FS, after 6years, already effective in increasing the fish stocks?  
o if yes, which species?  
o increase?  
o decrease?  
o spill-over?  
 -­‐ tilapia, carpa, kurilao, ipun, dalag are increasing -­‐ banag (Ilocano) = banug (kalinga) = ikan (ibanag); ludong decreasing  -­‐ FS = effective?  
o barangay official: yes, fish in increasing  
o opinion of fishermen: yes, fish is already increasing, both inside and outside (= 
spill-over effect) -­‐ same species inside the sanctuary and outside the suanctuary (according to both 
fishermen and barangay officials).  	  
Final notes 
- Thank you and goodbye  
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